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Sigla in Greek Literary Papyri 


If we leave aside the signs normally used to mark new sections in an ancient 
text the paragraphus, the diple obelismene, the coronis, and the like--, and also the 
decorative space-fillers at the ends of lines, there are roughly three hundred Greek 
literary papyri from Egypt in which sigla appear in the margin or between the lines, 
‘Their function is readily apparent and utilitarian in about a hundred texts. For the others, 
although the precise meaning of the marks is obscure, I think one can detect patterns of 
tusage, Indeed it is reasonabe to expect such pattems, since the great majority of the 
apy in question are fom a single city and were wri in the spac of two contre, 

jef advantange of identifying any patterns will of course be felt by editors of new 
papyri, but students of known texts may also benefit from the resolution of earlicr 
luncertainties, The material presented here was collected from all published literary 
papyri for which editors have reported either critical sigla or marks accompanying 
corrections or variant readings." While I have tried to present the collected information 
in as orderly a way as possible, I do not want to overstate its systematic nature. It wa 
human scribes who added signs to papyri, and their work is full of human whim, 
‘Conventions existed, but it will be obvious from the start that particular sigla are not 
used in the same way by every scribe. 

















evidence has been collected from all published literary papyt, as listed in R.A. Pack,The Greek and 
Latin Literary Texts from Graeco-Roman Egypt (2nd ed. Ann Arbor 1965) and F. Ucbel, APF 21 
(1971) 167 as well as from texts published after those catalogues. Sigla are organized acconding to 
function in three tables: Table 1, Aristarchan signs in papyri of Homer; Table 2, symbols with 
utilitarian function; Table 3, sigla of uncertain meaning. For treatments of two of the usual symbols for 
‘punctuating text see G.M. Stephen, “The Coronis.” Seriptorium 13 (1959) 3-14 (also A. Kerkhecker, 
ZPE 7 {1988} 16-24); and. Barbis, "La diplt obelismene: Precisazioni terminologiche e formali,” 
‘Proc. XVIII Intern. Congress of Papyrology (Athens 1988) 473-76. 


The best place to begin is with the best known ancient system of sigla, 
namely that developed by Aristarchus for texts of Homer? In the first place it was a real 
system, and evidently supplanted those that came before. We also have the advantage of 
knowing the meanings Aristarchus assigned to his signs,? so their application in papyri 
is easy to check. The ways these marks are used by scribes, moreover, suggest 
‘explanations for sigla in texts of other authors. 


Most of the seven signs of Aristarchus had a precise meaning related to the 
text They draw attention to spurious lines, questionable readings, lines out of place. 
‘The exception was the diple, a general-purpose symbol indicating that a line contained 
some noteworthy point-- linguistic, historical, or otherwise. Two features of the use of 
these sigla in surviving papyri attract immediate attention. First, in cases where they fit 
the prescription of Aristarchus® itis not the text-related signs but the all-purpose diple 
that appears most frequently. Secondly, only a little over half the texts containing 
Aristarchan sigla have all the marks in the right place at the right time.* A mistake in the 
choice of positioning of one of these symbols is curious, given the precise and exacting 
nature of Aristarchan scholarship that each one presumably represents, Why these 
oddities?” 





‘The first peculiarity, the prevalence of the diple, is actually also the norm in 
mediaeval manuscripts that preserve Aristarchan sign, and the diple is the sign referred 
to most often in the scholia to Homer. In fact the scholia that treat the lines marked by 
<iplai in Homeric papyri suggest a reason for their prominence. What they mainly offer 
are lectional help and pragmatic explanations of content. Discussions in any way 
scholarly-- and these abound in the fuller versions of "Aristarchan" scholia-- were 
largely passed over by the people who selected the sigla for these texts" This, on 
reflection, is probably what we should expect to find, since the texts we are dealing with 
are likelier to have belonged to ordinary readers than to learned ones. Ordinary readers 
had no pressing need to know the details of Aristarchus' textual or scholarly researches. 
For them the primary value of any commentary would have been the help it gave them in 
making sense of archaic text. Under these conditions itis natural that diplai-- particularly 
diplai connected with notes offering simple exegesis-- would inate, and that 
textual notes would be of minor interest to the annotator. Indeed, obeli are preserved in 
only a dozen Homeric texts. As for Aristarchus’ quibbles with Zenodotus', these were 
Joys reserved to specialists. The dotted diple that draws attention to them is found in 
‘only two papyri of Homer. One of these is nearly contemporary with Aristarchus 
himself; the other is a beautifully written edition whose sigla send the reader to such 
elementary scholia, and are so ofien misplaced, that the book owner's scholarly 
inclinations cannot have been extremely strong.? 














‘The commonest of Aristarchan sigla, then, is the most general, and in 
papyri it usually directed the reader to elementary notes. What about the errors? About 
408 of Homene papyi with Arstachan marks deviate now and then from his system. 
In view of the leamed precision of his scholarly work the rate seems very high. If we 
take a pragmatic point. of view, however, the situation looks less chaotic. In the first 
place, the Aristarchan signs in the majority of Homeric papyri seem to have been written, 
by the same scribe who copied the main text.!° They will have been present in 
exemplars, therefore, and subject to the same sorts of scribal lapses as any other 
material. The errors among them will have been the slips of a hired hand, not of a 
scholar or serious student. Occasional misrecognition and misplacement of a mark will 





Table 1. Aristarchus seems to have introduced the dotted diple and the obelus with asteriscus, but other 





Siga were already in use: a simple dot (his sige) appears in wo papyiof the Sr cet. BC. not 
‘spparnly asa sichometrc sign (Hed. 42 etc, Homer PBerl iv. 9781, eran): te dig is 
{Sed in Ped. 42 ce aswel asin PTebt. 3692 (2nd cent. B.C, Soph: te obs Was used by 
Zenodotus; the anuisigma by Aristophanes. 
3he A-chola to the Mad and te cod. Marcianas 454 (Venetus A) provide the most extensive 
evidence: H. Eb, Scola Gracca i Homer adem (Sch Vera). (Belin 1969-7) Ta, 
tnd following: T.W. Allene omer las (Oxford 1931) 196-205. The significance of Ariaurchn 
Symbols (aswell as others) is also set out In two redacons in cod. Rom Gr. 6 CAncedovum 
Romanum,” Rome, Bibl.Naz.; saec. X), of which the relevant portion has been re-edited by F, 
Montanari, Studi di filologia omerica antica 1 (Pisa 1979) 43-75, esp. 54-55 (there is a bibliography of 
previous eons on pp 8-19) A Lain version srvvesn cod Pan. 7530 Anecdotun Porta 
See, 8, ed. A Reilencheid, Sueomt Reiuis (1860) 137-1; G, indo, Schaia Gracca in Homett 
Miadem \ (Oxford 1875} p. xlvi-t; Keil,Grammatici Latini vii 535); the list given by Isidore of Seville 
is similar: Erymalogiae sive Origines 121, ed. W.M. Lindsay [Oxford 1911) For views On 
Aratarchus contribution wo Homers scholahip see H Ese, “Uber Aric Masuspabe,Hermet 
‘87 (1959) 275-303; R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship (Oxford 1968) 210-19, 225-33. On 
real signs in genera see A, Gademan, RE 11.2 (1922) 19162 
4 The obelus (—) marked spurious lines, the diple > igmene (+) passages where Aristarchus 
disagreed wil a reading of Zenootes, he astergets () genuine Homeric ies found ical) 
‘elsewhere in the boon. the Ce riscus plus obelus OX — ) genuine bnew belonged elsewhere in the 

and the diple (>) any of a varicty of noteworthy features (napatiBexn xpi, wis yhwoooypagous fy 
Pepsin tcelmtione me lpm hep ws ak mee ies Kaper ee 
axe gn xiv onl Gyr Ad Romana) Onaga ond spe ke 

0 3, 

SHomeric texts in which sigla conform to Aristarchan practice (Table 1): BritLibr.inv, 128, 
BritLibeiny. 136, PierLinv, 8440, PBeriny. 9774, Perliay, 1698S, Pato mv, OSG, 
P.Cairo Goodspeed \,P.GrMon. 38, Pltaw. 228, PKétn 137, Lund (Arab Land. 1988-39, 
P.Ony. 3445 el, P.Ory. A687 ee, Oxy. ROB cic, PRY. 151, PSL inv? (Ann Se Pisa 220) 
PSI 18, PSoe Pip Alinv, 213, PTeb. 14. 

lswhere ino clear whether te slgns were used according i his system (usualy because 
‘confirmatory sig and relevant schola ae lacking in aber sources 0 in BLL Inv. 271 ele, 
PBeroinv, 7807, Peroljny. INT, PLips nv. 398, PLit Pisa 2 P Mil Vogl, 6299, P-Oxy 
111398. 9.11818 mex rematey copied le for iron at peste), 1 
“Deviations from Aristarchan usage (most of the following texts also employ Aristachan sigla with 
conventional meanings): Brit.Libr.inv, 128 (— for 2X—? at 23.757; L- for > at 23.850; > at 
23,550.51 instead of 551-52, 680 instead of 679; %X to mark a variant word at 23.657 [3% e4.}), 
P.GrMon.38(> all. 126 and 399, where> is waned). PHamb. 3.198 C= al. 2401-403, Iu 
Athens not possible), Paw, 24-28 (at fl 2994 instead of 91-93, a 875-87 isead of BP. 
B75, intea of 02.727, 499, > ssc of > at 2745, 836; ¥ at 3.484 bol WoL a 485, S86, > 
for ® at 2.741; D precedes variants added in the margin, probably by a later hand than that which added 
the ote sig), PIEAG inv. 75 (9 at Od. 17359, where he sola oI 2229 ince at. 
wanted), PKBln 1.37 (~ atl 2446 where > is wanted), PMich av. 6653v OX whete OK Is 

Ory 3.448 0 with > a 6194, Ka 6490-98 bt not 495,  insead of > at 6 18h 

xy 587 (> for at 3211), PST 18 Cr ata. 3111 [— also appear). PSI 1.10 
stead of 9 aL 11.612),, PSL 2413 (~ nstead of > afl. L473) at ATL, 479), 
Soe Pa Alex inv_ 212 (> at 7318, nok 319), PStrassbiny, Ge, 2675 (& for > a 9.350)? Teh 
14 ©at 2204, while schlia prescribe" at 208-205), PSI 15.1458 (> where is wanted), Nove 106 
the sgla >, = (aichometict)and  weten atthe ight of the colin the pe-Arstchan ed 8.2 
tte. Cd cent BC), 
TOccasionally when a papyrus diverges from wadition ‘it preserves the correct form of the sighum: in 
PH. 24:28 12.781 sanding for) is preferable the > of Ves. Ac sige the scl digas 
reading of Zenodots; at 2.801 the papyrus correctly has a% where Ven. A has >; at 2.839 the > of 
the pap is preferable othe of Ven. A. In PBeroliny. 16385 at. 22497 the schola indicate & 
tiple which th papyrs ba) while Ve. hs — 
‘8K. McNamee, "Aristarchus and ‘Everyman's’ Homer,” GRBS 22 (1981) 247-55. 
















































9P.Tebt. 14; P-Haw. 24-28 (For its eroes see above. n. 6). It would be easy to imagine thatthe owner 
‘was mote interested in the aura of learning conferred by sigla than in the scholarly work they represent 
If this were generally rue for texts with misplaced sigla, though, we should find the signs scattered 
wildly, infact the deviations from what Arstarchus intended are almost always minor. 

10} ig difficult to be to be certain who wrote a sighom, given their size and intermittent use, but ofthe 
16 texts with erroneous Arstarchan signs, the marks were fairly certainly the work ofthe original scribe 
in 7 cases (P.Haw. 24-28, P.Mich, 6653v, P.Oxy. 3445 etc., P-Oxy. 4.687 etc., PSI 18, PSI 
2.113, PSI_ 15.1458) and probably also in another 7 (P.Gr-Mon. 38, P.Hamb. 3.198, PIFAO inv. 75, 
P-.Koin 1.31, PSoc.Pap.Alexinv. 212, P-Swassb inv. Gr. 2675,-Tebt. 1.4). Among other papyri 
‘with Aristarchan signs, sigla seem generally to be written by the original scribe (quite certainly in 
Brit.Libr. inv, 271 etc, PLLips, inv. 338, PLit,Pisa 2,P-Oxy. 15.1818; probably also in 
BritLibriiny, 136, P.Berol.inv. 7807, P.Berol.inv. 8440, P.Berol.inv. 9774, P.Berol.inv. 16985, 
PuLund (Arsb.Lund , 1934-35], P-Mil.Vogl. 6.259, P.Ryl. 151, P.Cairo Goodspeed 1, PSI inv.? 
[Ann SePisa 226), PSI 15.1456). 
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have been inevitable, for professional scribes will have had no personal interest in the 
scholarly significance of the signs. Admittedly the persons who commissioned these 
Papyri never took the trouble to correct their mistakes, but again practical considerations 
suggest an explanation. In the books we are talking about the slight misplacement of a 
sign o the substitution of one for another— even within Aristarchus’ precise system— 
would not have been greatly confusing, Any reader who had a text prepared with sigla 
presumably had access to Aristarchus' opinions on the marked lines. Otherwise he could 
scarcely have made sense of something like the diple, which has no intrinsic mesning."! 
But in any case none of the papyri with Aristarchan signs is so heavily marked that such 
a rear would have had trouble locating the right comment fora dislocated sig, or 
recognizing the reference for a miswritten mark. If he was in the habit of consulting his 
‘commentary when a diple prompted him, he would be just as likely to look into it for 
explanations of other sigla; these are abundantly preserved in the Aristarchan scholia to 
‘Homer. The substitution of one sign for another would have been fairly insignificant. 


Herein lie two important general principles which should govern the rest of 
Theses vunona Fass es arg ou tered We egiai nowt leas teas oe Ua 
had no particular meaning and served only as a reference mark to a hypomnema, or at 
least as a sign that there was an interesting feature in the line, Secondly, flexibility is 
rife, Many Homeric papyri preserve non-Aristarchan sigis,"? and even within a fairly 
well defined system like Aristarchus’ a scribe could deviate from orthodoxy and still not 
sacrifice sense, 

















‘This flexibility is one of the salient features of sigla as they were used by 
ancient scribes, Indeed, Aristarchus’ marks were widely adapted for texts of other 
authors. He himself used them in editing the Theogony,!3 and papyti of the Works and 
Days und the Catalogue preserve several, although not always with obvious 
significance.!4 Texts of Alcacus, Archilochus, Corinna, Herodotus, Hipponax, and 
‘Sappho contain various of his signs, again usually with unclear meaning,!® and ancient 
sources supply a litle more information about adaptations of the system. The scholia 10 
Pindar mention the obelus,!® and from Diogenes Lacrtius we learn that certain 
Aristarchan marks in texts of Plato corresponded roughly in meaning to those in 
Homeric texts.!” Two of the signs were also adapted for Biblical use by Origen, who 
almost four centuries after Aristarchus’ death used them in preparing his Hexapla.'* 
Hephaestion’s account of sigla in lyric and dramatic manuscripts, on the other hand, is 
concerned strictly with marks that indicate divisions in poetic texts. The system he 
describes includes an asteriscus, but its function is not Aristarchan. It also probably 


differed in appearance from Aristarchus’. for the symbol $4. not XX. is the form it 
takes in papyri when it indicates the end of a poem.'? Hephaestion deals exclusively 
with marks of punctuation, but he makes an apt observation which summarizes the 
flexible significance of sigia in general in ancient literary texts: xi onusia vit napd 10g 
novnrais as nap’ os xeon. 


























‘To return to the evidence, let us look now at sigla whose meaning was 
fairly constant from author to author and century to century. These are marks of the sort 
that a diorthotes (as opposed to a textual critic or a reader with a special interest in textual 
variants) might employ. The ancora, first, normally written © or i, was used almost 
‘exclusively to mark a place where text had been omitted and (or) to draw attention to the 
necessary restoration in the top or bottom margin.2? It may appear with a diagonal 
penstroke, particularly to mark the two lines between which an omission has 





‘White stricy speaking these opinions need not have been writen they could have been originally 





‘the oral explanations of Arstarchus himseif and later of other grammatikoi-- the material was soon 
‘enough organized in writing by Arisiarchus' student Arstonicus. On the question of the genesis of the 
‘scholia to Homer see Pfeifer (above, . 3: they originated in a commentary by Aristarchus); also M.L. 
‘West, ed, Hesiod Works and Days (Onford 1978) 65 on the question of whether Aristarchus wrote 
commentaries on Hesiod (be did not apparent references wo it ae from Aristonicus treatise onthe sila 
affixed by Aristrchus othe text). 

12Non-Aristarchan critical sigha in post-Arisarchan Homeric papyti (Table 3): P.BeroL.inv. 7807 (/), 
P.Oxy, 2223 (/, “4, and —; see also Table 2D), P.Oxy. 3.550 descr. (+), P.Oxy. 4.770 >), 
P.Oxy. 15.1820 (7), PSI 1.8 (7, once written = : perk. an expunged obelus), PSI 1.10 (7 and = 
«the latter perh. an expunged obelus), PS 13.1298 CX); per. BritLibrinv. 128 (% or 2), P-Rein. 
2,69 (3; not a sighum but an interl. n.2), PSI 2.113 Ok ed., but the plate is obscure). 

1Sguidas «3924 ‘Apiorivixog: Eypaye Rept tiv onution vv ev x Ocoqovig‘HorsBov: sch.Th. 117, 
573, sch? 987-55; sch. W.&D. 104a, 207-212, 276b, 649a, Prolegomenon Ac (p. 2 Pertusi) 
(Peferences collected by RLL. Fowler, ZPE 33 [1979] 26). M.L. West presents the evidence for the 
Work of Afistonicus and Arstarchus on Hesiod in his ed. of W.&D, (Oxford 1978) p. 65. 

'4Papyr of Hesiod with Aristarchan signs: P.Osy. 17.2075 etc. (obelus at Cat. M-W fr. 25:26-33, part 
‘of which also occurs elsewhere in Cat), P.Oxy. 28.2487  (obelus at M-W fr, 129.47-50), P.Oxy. 
45,3224 (obelus at W.4D. 181 [unless a preceding astriscus has been ost in the lacuna), dipte and 
asteriscus at 182 and 184, ateiscus and obelus at 185, and chi or asierscus at 186, None of the lines 
‘marked with the asteriseus is known to have occurred elsewhere) 

Waristarchan sigla in authors other than Homer and Hesiod: (1) Obelus: P.Berol. inv, 13284 
(Covinna)=, PHaun.inv. 301 etc. (Sappho; at 3 consecutive lines), P.XBIn 2.59 (Alc, 7 consecutive 
lines), P.Oxy. 182174 (Hippon.).P.Oxy. 22.2311 (Archi; at4 of 5 consecutive lines, the unmarked 
line being bracketed), P Ry 1.55 (Hi: with dpe). Obelaslike marks in subliterary txts or treaties 
(Brit Librinv. 131v, P-Oxy. 35.2741), can hardly have indicated spurious lines; they are listed in Table 
+3. @) dpe periestigmene: P.Ozy. 18.2163 (Aeschylus). (3) Asteriscus: P.Oxy. 3.482 (oratory), Simple 
ots (stigma?) also appear (P.Berol inv. 10567, Nonnus, P.Berol.inv. 13284, Corinna; P.Oxy. 
37.2812, comm. on waged), but whether they had stichometric or critical significance is usually 
impossible to tell. In P.BeroL.inv. 13284, at leas, the stichometric explanation is unlikely, since (wo 
‘ots occur inthe space of four lines. For sgl i txts of lyric see RLL. Fowler (above, n, 13) 24-28, 
‘Sch, Ol, 2.48c and f; references collected by Fowler (above, n. 13)27. 

17 Diog. Laer. 3,66; roughly the same in meaning as in texts of Homer were the diple (np vk 
Biquarta xai dpioxovea TAévov1), the diple penestigmene (npds wis éview BiopOdot%), and the 
antsigma periestigmenon 7) api tis Bret zoho xa weaBéoes rv ypcev (on the anisigma in 
‘Aristarchus, see below, 1.31). Diogenes adds te chi (X) np tig MiB xa 8 ouch hy 
Mariovixty ouvifesc, the chi periestigmenon (-X°) mpd tag eho xa xaAAsypapiag (evidently 
different from the asteriscus which was used mpg Thy avjeeviav tay Soqudtov), the obelus 
frestizmenan xs seen; deco and te Kenunion ©) ep very etacogias 
NOrigenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt ed. Fr, Field (Oxford 1875, repr. Olms: Hildesheim 1964) 
1x, There obeli marked passages of the Septuagint not found in the Hebrew text, asterisci the pats not 
‘resent in the Septuagint but preserved in Hebrew and the other Greek versions. Although the meaning 
Of Origen's asterscus and obelus is clearly derived from their Aristarchan functions, his reasons for 
‘using them were apologetic, not text-critical. He sought to prodace an authoritative text useful 10 
Christians in discussions with Jews, not 10 establish the most accurate possible edition; S.P. Brock, 
*Origea's Aims asa Textual Critic of the Old Testament” Stadia Patristica 10 (1970) 215-18, repr. in 
Studies inthe Septuagint: Origins. Recensions, and Inierpretations, ed. 8, Jellico (New York 1974) 
343-46, 



































“The form of Origen obelus has heen questioged (see Fel, lo.ct.) Although in mss. of the 
Hexapla thas a varity of forms (— , ec.) Origen speaks only of two sigh, the asteriscus and. 
the obelus (vie av oPidioauey év 28 "EBpaaxd uh eeiyeva, ob tohyhoavees eae nave Repiehciy= 
“avis BE jet’ doepioxay rpooeieauev, iva Sov H On jh xeiueva napa toig O' kx tav Rowan 
ixbéacaw conndves 29 Eppave® xpootBheauev. Opp. T. Il, pp. 671, 672, quoted by Field pp. ile 
liv). His obviously conscious imitation ofthe Aristarchan system for Homer makes it likely, therefore, 
that his obelus had the form ofits model. 





occurred.2! Most surviving examples are at the left of a column, sometimes with éva 
cor xéta in the right margin to indicate exactly where the reader should look for relevant 
material.22 Interestingly, although the sign may strike the eye as having the shape of an 
arrow, its "business end” — the directional pointer-~ was normally the open part of its 
‘central shaft. Thus & typically served as a pointer upward, down, Only one papyrus 
preserves a complete pair, but there are abundant illustrations of the pairing of signs in 
the work of scribes A and D of the Codex Sinaiticus.2? Other papyri also confirm the 
usual directional sense of the signs, either through the presence of a clarifying éva or 
xdra@ or by the actual location of marginal restorations.» This is not the realm of 
absolutes, however: some scribes, including some correctors in the Codex Sinaiticus, 
used identical ancorae with both omission and restoration.*5 Nor did the conventional 
role of the symbol as a caret mark keep scribes from dragooning it for other purposes 
when they saw a parallel need. Thus ancorae occasionally mark errors and variant 
readings (Table 2A). 








‘'Hephaestionis Encheiridion, ed. M. Consbruch (Leipzig 1971) 73-76 (nepi onjieiwy), Fowler (above, 
1.13) gives occurrences of the asterscus in papyt of In; there Oy. 32.2617 shoul probably be 
excluded, asthe sign in question scms to bea form ofthe chi-rho monogram CF: sce below. , 68). 
20Sce Table 2A. On the ancora and other signs of omission sce S. Daris, SP 7 (1968) 7-22. Papyri 
provide no evidence for the ancora inthe role described in Anecd Parisinum (above, n. 3 ancora 
Superior ad aliquod proecipue dictum: (ve ub aligua rex magna omnino est, Ii). ancora inferior ad 
‘humilis vel inconvenientus quid enuntiata (similarly Isidore Etymologiae 121.24, above, n. 3) 
21,Ancora used with the diagonal slash: P-Ant. 3.160 (a slash is written between (wo lines where there 
is an omission, and an ancora is writen before the second; <// is also writen at the eft of an 
‘mission), P.Gen, 1 (“at left of two consecutive lines, acora below), Med. inv. 210 (/€ beside 
text and marginal addon), Ory. 6.852 (ancora and / at consecutive lines), P.O, 10.1247 (7 and 
ancora interlinear, beside each other, above words to transpose), P.Oxy, 50.3538 ( beside text, with “ 
teow tin a deren hand), 

2 Ancora at left margin with dveo oF xséew at right: BritLibr. inv. 107, PMich. inv. 2 (ancorae precede 
‘each of two consecutive lines restored in top marg), P.0sy, 6832. 

In fact va or xiv sufficed fr some Series, who write one othe oer, but no sighum, in 
Brit.Libr. inv, 132 (both words), Brit.Libe, inv, 135, and O.Berol. 12319 (Pack? 1567); in Brit.Libr. 
inv, 132 (Table 2D) and PSI inv. CNR 66+67 (Table 3), &vw or xéte indicate variant readings. 
Fragmentary texts where tive or xéce is preserved but no siglum: BritLibr.iny. 128 (Table 2D), 
P.Berol, inv. 6845 (Pack? 831), P-Cairo 45614 (CE 60 [1985] 17-29), P-Heid. N.F. 2.183 (Pack? 
1434), PHercul. 243 (Cron Ere. 14 (1984) 109-24, wih a long restoration in the bottom mary), 
P.Osy. 3.545 (Pack? 731), P.Osy. 4700 (Pack? 276), P.Oxy.11.1358 (Pack? $22), P.Oxy. 15.1793 
(Pack? 234), P.Oxy. 17.2077 (Pack? 1478), P.Oxy. 17.2100 (Table 3), P.Oxy. 22.2313 (Pack? 128), 
Fee 23.2377 (Pack? 230), P.Oxy. 25.2427 (Tables 2B, 3), P.Oxy. 47.3320, P.Tebt. 1.4 (Tables 1, 

). 
23 Ancorue “point” to each other in P-Oxy. 2.223; see also HJ.M. Milne and T.C. Skeat, Scribes and 
Comeciors ofthe Codes Sinaitieus, London 1938) 40-50 (mid-th cent) 
24 is accompanied by Sve and ?? by xéte in P.Amh. 2.24, P.Mich. inv. 2 (WD with &ve at an 
omission, matched with © and WZ plus wiz before each of two restored lines in the op marg.), 
P.Osy. 3.220 ete, P.O. 6.852. Ancora “pont” to surviving restorations oF notes in P-Ant. 3.160, 
P.Osy, 128, P.Princ. 3.113, Py. 1.53 (probably also Oxy. 7.1011, P.Ory. 13.1619), 
the C comectors ofthe Codes Sinaiticus followed the convention of having W pont to the top marg. 
and A to the bottom, but matched the sign beside te test to that in the marg. Similarly the corrector: 
OfMPER 681-97 (beside the txt and in the botiom marg) and presumably P-Sirassb inv. Gr 
2675 and P.Beroliny, 9782 (only A, P remain, in the botiom marg), Occasionally the signs are 
matched but on-drectinal Brit Lib. iv. 107 (beside the text and inthe tp marg),P.Med. inv. 
210 (/ € both text and marg. ation). 














B 


‘The antisigma (9) and a handful of lunate signs possibly intended for antisigmas 
were the appropriate marks for introducing textual revisions, especially variants and 
textual comments.” Like the ancora they usually appear at the left of a revision, or in 
the left margin, sometimes with dv or xét@.? An antisigma beside the text may be 
matched by a similar sign beside the revision. Typically, then, the sign was a sort of 
localized reference mark, guiding the reader's eye elsewhere in the vicinity of the 
columr. In one papyrus, however, a text of Aleman which has been corrected against 
two different authorities, the antisigma seems to be a symbol designating something, 
external to the papyrus, namely one of the manuscripts that the reviser used for 
comparison. As for the ancora, the work of the antisigma extended beyond the 
flagging of textual variants. It sometimes accompanies errors or corrections or even 
informational notes, and at least once (in P.Oxy. 1.12) it marks factual errors. As the 
Youties surmised, most antisigmas that we find with corrections or errors seem to be the 
work of the original scribe, while those accompanying variants or other notes are 
usually in a different hand, and were undoubtedly written by the book's owner.2? The 
simple presence of an antisigma in a second hand, therefore, is a sign of a well tended 
manuscript. In about a quarter of all occurrences too litte of the text survives for the 
function of an antisigma to be clear, and certainly the possibility is open that the sign had 
critical significance, as indeed it did for Aristophanes and Aristarchus, This is especially 
likely when itis used in conjunction with other apparently critical signs.%° 


‘Where it can be explained, the antisigma of papyri clearly has only a 

(namely shape and an association with textual problems) 10 the 

<Aristarchan antisigma described in scholia and ancient testimonia, although the sources 
are in conflict about the meatiing even of that sign. The sign is reported, with stigme, 10 
hhave marked lines to be transposed and also, with or without stigme, to draw attention 


tenuous relati 








tee Table 28 on the uses OF antisigma. Its used in conjunction with vxtual comments in P.Aaw. 
24-28 © precedes variants atrbuted to 4 wow, En, ‘Aplowapzos), P.Ory. 9.1174 ee, © precedes 
acid var ih te ov as, Fy. 21.295 ie hve er 
‘with readings of Apion in the mary), P.Oxy. 25.2427 © writen below te ine, with a variant and the 
tote obrag (a) ‘Artic writen inthe margin this ad two ober passages, however, Lobe, followed 
by Austin, wok the sign wo be a hypodiastle rater than an antisigma; © also appears as a critical 
‘sighim here [Table 3], written atthe let of two consecutive lines), P.Oxy. 47.3326 © ores fv); perk. 
PiOsy. 372803 (© writen beside each line ofa lacunose two-line mag. noe; other notes cite Theon, 
‘Aristonicus? © also appears atthe left of two consecutive lines of ext: Table 3), 
Trexceptions: in P.Bodm. inv. 28 C and > are writen on either side of a marg. revision, In P.Oxy. 
10,1247 anisigma is writen atthe right of one variant; is also writen above xo a right of col. 
Airecting the reader 10 a variant below which is preceded by antsigma. In PSI 6.721 © (diple ot 
Antisigma?) is writen beside the ext, then atthe lft ofan irmational no and Gat the right. In 
MPER" 1.7383, P.Oxy, 21.2095, P-Oxy. 25242) (but se above, n.26), PSI 11.1791, anlsigma 
the interinetion. The sign appears with ve or cain BricLibr. inv. 108+115 (with ve and 
‘xe at omission and restoration), POs. 1.16 te. (with va at omission), POxy, 23.2359 (with > 
below the varian). 
284 Tong note in the margin of Oxy. 24.2387 explains a diference in readings between Aristonicus 
and Piolemy, and for this reason the second element of fecrTing ot, pStves) 7 .has ben interpreted 
3s T(eoheytiog). The suppose pi now seems wo me likliero be a siglum: such exreme abbreviation 
35 Mcoheuaitog) is unaoal, and sigha cenainly served elsewhere as reference marks. Emend K. 
MeNamee, abbreviations in Greek Literary Papi and Ostraca (Chico, Calf 1981) p. 7 
HC. and LC. Youtie, ZPE 10(1973)p. 176m 5. 
30Tabie 3. In P.Ozy. 18.2174 anisigma is wetten with the diple beside 9 cons. lines: >2 ; the 
annoutor of P.Oxy. 3445 (Table 1) uses the combination D>. 
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to lines of comparable content.>! Papyri of Homer that preserve it tend to st the 
first ofthese explanations, but the evidence is sight Of the five Homeric tec with 
antisigmas, one or two use-it in the context of line transposition (the one certain case is a 
text actually contemporary with Aristarchus). Yet not even this conforms exactly to his 
reported practice, since stigme is lacking? Of the other three texts, even those which 
otherwise apply Aristarchan sigla "correctly" deviate in their use of the antisigma.?3 
Clearly by the Roman period scribes had made it part of their repertoire and given it a 
meaning wholly different- although still textual- from that assigned it by Aristarchus + 





A collection of four sigla-- the diple in non-Homeric texts, a simple stroke 
(usually diagonal), a dotted obelus, and chi in papyri with noteworthy 
frequency, but seldom with obvious meaning. For the unexplained occurrences I offer 
here an explanation that is hardly new, but was proposed by Sir Eric Turner several 
years ago.°5 I hope, however, that it will acquire force from a gathering of the primary 
‘and secondary evidence. It is simply that these-- and undoubtedly other signs, for 
‘example the unexplained examples of antisigma-~ were used in much the same way that 
Aristarchus used the diple, namely to indicate something worthy of comment in a line. 
Frequently this may have been all that the reader, pen in hand, intended-- especially 
when the siglum he added was the nondescript and apparenily nameless diagonal 
stroke.* In practical terms, though, some of these sigla probably served as reference 
marks, and directed readers to discussions of interesting points in separate 














> amiga wed in conunction with ge (*) at ies wo be interchanged: the schliacll for 2 
LT 2.192 and * at 203-205, Cf, Anecd, Romanum (above, n. 3): x 8 dvelorypa wal ov Beaw 
odo Buvo1as vb aind paivouaer, 18 rows erpagey Spwordpa, Snag hy tetpaw eat BL 
apbvp val al Sio eiplOnoav obx Syl Frovoa): also Anecd. Parisinum (above, n.3): antsigma 
Ponebatur ad eo versus quorum ordo permasandus erat). A another passage in he Anecd. Romanum 
{above,n, 3) a similar use is prescribed for the antisigma alone (cb 8 sion co tavsd mp ro 
fvmbdaudvoustbnovg eal dove), but no examples survive: (®) with or without the sUigme, to mark 
lines expressing the same idea in different ways: n Ver. AI 8335-37 have D, 538-40 have * and the 
‘elated scholium explains eis y8p shy arhv yeypapiévonetok Buevouav; A also has D at 17.219, cf 
17215, (Cf, Anecd. Romanu (above, n. 3; x8 dvvionwua eepuaremévor (.e.D-} napariBevas nav 
savrodorh kal tiv atthe Budvouaw BeStepov Ar: Aneed. Parisinum (above, n. 3): anfsigma cum 
‘usicto ponebatur, cum eiusdem sensus versus diplices essent et dubitaretar, qu povius legend: cl CO. 
Hal, $693, saec. XVI, e-d. G, Dindor, Scholia Grocca in Homeriliadem 1 Oxford 1875p xvi: 
18 8 ior en a Bi nnn Sea ea Bi band vena euevov. el Ex ply 08 Rp 
sievas xb dvi x 8 05 Beveépo 8 0 axial). Conceivably yet another function. wo mark an 
tetesis or a problematic passage discussed ina scholium?~ is represented by the in Ven. A at 
24,558, Thelin is lacking in several mss, and thre isa scholivm in alter hand noting that the line 
{yas not found in “the old copy.” 

S2Amisigma used in the context of line transposition: PTebt. 1, dated to the frst half of the 2nd 
cent, B,C, Probably also in P-Oxy, 15.1818, where i is writen beside lines prematurely copied (the 
Bie for insertion os), 

‘There are two Homeric papyi, PHaw. 24-28 and P.Ory. 3.445 ec, in which Aristarchansigla are 
‘kenerally “correctly” applied but the antsigmas follow a diferent system. In te former, however, the 
‘ter sigla soem to be added by the original serie, while the antsigmas accompany notes bya hand that 
sas probably ltr. In Pit Pisa 2 the meaning ofthe ansigma is ot clear. 

Mor for that mater by Aristophanes, evidently its inventor, who used it with sigma beside lines of 
comparable content; Pfeifer (above, m3) 178. 

356.6. Tumer, Greek Popyri Gnd ed, Oxford 1980) 115-18. 

36tn fact for several of the occurrences ofthis sign that are listed in Table 3 with unexplained sigla the 
reasons for their presence can be guessed from the context: they appear inthe vicinity of errors or 
variants or near the beyinning of significant anecdotes. na single papyrus, however crypic examples 
tay also occur (50, e., in BritLibrin. 131v and P.Oxy, 2223), Where there is significant doubt 
bout the meaning ofa sign, therefore, ith ben included in Table 3 
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hypomnemata, ior in other authoritative texts. For the "noteworthy" characteristic of 
‘many a marked passage can be quite unclear to the uninitiated reader, even when the text 
is fairly intact. Unless explanatory commentaries existed, the meaning of many signs 
would presumably have become, in time, as much a mystery for ancient readers as they 
are for us, even if the readers themselves added the signs. Each of the four common 
sigla to be treated here, however, also had certain practical functions, and these need t0 
be set out. 


Hephaestion treats the use of the diple, firs, as a punctuation mark in texts of 
poetry. It has two forms, called by him dixkij Eo veveuxvia (>) and dixdf too 
vevevxvia. (or BAéxovoa, <).7 Papyri provide only the scantiest evidence, however, 
for the system he sets out. Indeed, although the Ew vevevxvia. form (>) is quite 
‘common in papyri there are scarcely any examples of its opposite, Among poetic texts it 
appears only once in papyrus containing lyric (Alcaeus) and once in a text of tragedy, 
and only in the latter could it possibly conform to Hephaestion’s system.%* In its other 
rare appearances, its significance is unclear, and I suspect it is actually a carelessly 
written version of its more common counterpart, >.» Certainly this is the likeliest 
explanation for it in BritLibr. inv. 128, a text of Homer marked with Aristarchan sigla, 
including a diple of that conventional form. 


Papyri may not illustrate Hephaestion’s system for punctuating texts of poctry, 

‘but they do prov abundant evidence for the use of the diple as a punctuator marking 
new sections in texts of prose as well as poetry. Presumably the rightward point of the 
usual form made it a convenient divider.*° It was also the standard symbol for marking 
juotatic ‘and when so used it appears at the left of each line quoted.*! Once or twice, 
like antisigma, it marks erroneous text. Occasionally it introduces or concludes a 
marginal note, and there it may reflect the punctuation ofthe source-commentary. In one 

















STyfephaestion (above, n. 19) 75-77: (1) in lyric texts, the 5uxAA Eu BAéxovoc (>) marked the change 
‘of meter at the halfway pon in strophic poems of Aleman; (2) in texts of tragedy and comedy, the 
Binh Fow vevevevit (4) dicated the division between strophe and antistrophe in passages sung, 
alternately by different performers, (Here the paragraphs that normally divided the strophes would not 
suffice since it was also at changes of speaker). The SuxAs ee» Phéxovon was written, however, if there 
‘was no metrically equivalent antstrophe but only a change to a new strophe, (3) In a parabasis where an 
anlepirrheme corresponded to an epirtheme, the Bixhi| Eee vevevxvia marked the former, the tom 
vevevxuia: the later, (4) Where iambic dialogue intervened between corresponding lyric strophes, the 
Bunk Ee BAéxovoe. was writen a the beginning of the last line of the first set of strophes, the reverse 
Sign at the end of that lin; the SuxAi EE Bhéxovoa: was written at both the beginning and the end of 
the last line ofthe corresponding strophes. 

38The Sixdfj foo vevewxvia occurs in P.Oxy, 15.1788 etc. (Alcaeus; with > and < in successive 
lines) and in P.-Tebt. 3.692 (Soph. Inachos: GMAW? n. $8) 

Bother occurrences ofthe Suxkf Fou vevevevie: BritLibr.inv. 128 (Hom., Table 1: b+ plus > and 
‘other Aristarchan signs), P.Athen.Univ. inv. 2780-1 (medical receipts, Table 3), P.Oxy. 24.2389 
(comm. on Alcm., Table 3: 4, perh. with ¥ above, Le, of(+05)? The text is lost at the right of the 
siglum, s0 there is no way to know whether it bears any relation to Hephaestion’s system.), 
P.Strassb.inv, Gr. 2675 (Hom. Table 1). 

AODiptai separating passages of text: see Table 2C. In this role diplai are likely to be written with a 
flourish of the pen, Scribe A of the Codex Sinaiticus frequently wrote a diple below section numbers. 
For the use of the diple asa dividing sign in Herculaneum texts see below, 0.93. 

41D iplai marking quotations: see Table 2C and GMAW? n. 76. In P-Ant. 3.182 only one diple, 
‘written “and embracing two lines, is preserved. Single or double diplai mark quotations in theological 
texts too (P.Oxy, 3.405 = theolog. fr. 3rd cent; Bib-VatGr. 1209 = Heb. 1.1-2.2, 4th cent, 
B.Metzger, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible (Oxford 1981) no, 13; >> in Pop Texte Abk. I, It (comm. 
‘of Didymus on Job, 6th cent). 
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‘or two papyri finally, there is concrete evidence to support Tumer's saggestion that it 
served as a reference mark to hypomnemata.*? Here it marks either a passage for which 
‘a note is supplied, or both the text and its related note. The diple in such a context is 
certainly an acknowledgement that the text contains an interesting point: the annotator 
has, afterall, gone to the trouble of excerpting relevant material from a commentary. 
Such a usage corresponds, interestingly, to the Aristarchan use of the sign in texts of 
Homer, His name and methods had perennial authority,4? so it is perhaps not 
unreasonable to look for a parallels in non-Homeric texts. Certainly diplai used in this 
way had no practical value as place-markers: the marginalia in these papyri and in 
ancient texts in general are so sparse that there was no need for signs to show where 
they applied, Cerin the vat majority of occurences ofthe dpe in papyi are opaque 
in meaning (Table 3) and the suggestion that they refer to hypomnemiata, or that they at 
least direct attention interesting points, i especially attractive. 


‘The next siglum in this set is a simple penstroke, usually written , although 
other versions occur. It is the commonest of all signs encountered in literary papyti, 
occurring in more than a hundred texts. Its purpose is obvious about two-thirds of the 
time, Sometimes it serves as a simple check-mark, set in the left margin beside items in a 
list-45 In an extension of this function it also marks text containing variants or (much 
more freqently) errors, omissions, or restorations.*¢ In another role it commonly serves 
‘sa kind of divider, appearing like the paragraphus in the left margin at a break in sense, 
especially at the beginning or end of a speech. Most such examples are in Homeric 
papyri where, as Nancy Priest saw, scribes evidently sought to avoid confusion 
between the paragraphus and the obelus.*7 Similarly it may precede marginal notes or 
separate lemmata from comments, undoubtedly because the source-hypomnema had the 
‘same punctuation, In a large number of papyri, however, its function is obscure. Often 
in those texts it appears beside intact and apparently unflawed passages, and not at any 
natural break in the narrative.*® In such cases it presumably indicates a passage to be 





42p,Oxy. V 841, 34,2687, More commonly the sigham chi is used in this way to mark text supplied 
‘with notes (see Table 2F). 

43pfcitfer (above, n. 3) 232 (citing Cie, ad Att. 1.143, in Pison. 73, fam . 3.11.5, 9.10.1, Hor. AP 
4450) and 174, 

“4Variaions: 4 in BritLibr. inv, 126, P-Flor. 2.106, P.Osy. 4,694 (two dashes"), P.Oxy. 8.1089, 
P.Oxy, 18.2168 etc., P.Turner 9: in P.Berol.iny. 13084, P.Bodm. 26 + P.KOln 13, P.Marm. . 
P.Med. inv. CNR. 68.3, P.Oxy. 6853, P.Oxy. 22,2322; — ‘in BritLibr.inv. 131v, P.Berol, inv. 
10567, P.Berol.inv. 13384, P.Oxy. 2.223 (also |, {, 17), P.Oxy. 35.2741; | in P-Mich. inv, 2, 


P.0xy. 2.225 (also“V,—), P.O. 443154; in P.Oxy, 7.1011: 2,7, in P Paris 2: F 
in PMarm: /2inP.Cair Masp. 26717225 

‘In documents it can serve the same function; see, ¢.g., the agendas of Zenon discussed by Z. Aly, 
Proc. RVI Iuern, Congress of Papyrology (Athens 1985) 55-68 (wih pla). 
‘6toble 20; note parculary Bic Lib. ev. 733 (with various Curved sign (Table 2G) to ma the 
lines between which omission occured), P For. 2.106 (7 ata line added between. 1.475 and 476), 
PiGen.1 (7a wo lines between which alin has droped ot, wi ancora), PMoxgan Libr (vice at 
missions 2 other omissions are marked by XO), P-Ory. 7.1011 (~~ above tex tobe veplaced mine 
265 = Pf. 19465), FOr. 71018 (tein. Ged with 8 anda 0 mark words to be ansposed), 
P.Oxy. 17.2102 (interlinear, with revision and at point of insertion), P-Strassb. inv. Gr. 2462a+2489 
(on right of line containing error), perh. also P.Berol.inv, 9782 (at right of error), and P.Oxy. 53.3710 
(oma enor pea 2, 

‘TN. Priest, ZPE 46 (1982) 59. 

48simple stroke beside intact text (Table 3): P-Berol.inv. 9764, P.Berol inv. 9782, P.K6ln 5.205, 
P.Oxy. 2.223 (see also Table 2), P.Oxy. 20.2259, P Oxy. 31.2537. 
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looked into, but whether for accuracy or meaning or background is hardly apparent. 
‘This mark, even more defensibly than the diple and chi, was a “maid of all work."4? 


‘A much smaller group of papyri preserves examples of the dotted obelus, 
usually written %. Like the signs above, its meaning is unclear in the majority of cases, 
even when the text it accompanies is relatively intact.5° Again as there, there are 
indications, not individually persuasive but suggestive in combination, that it too served 
as a reference mark linking commentaries and literary texts. The sign does seem to have 
‘a special association with hypomnemata: it is particularly common in commentaries, 
appearing without explanation in the margins of five. It also tends to accompany 
marginal notes, especially long ones which almost certainly came from commentaries.$! 
Finally there are texts in which we can actually sce it doing the work of a signe de 
renvoie, linking corrections or variants or notes to text.5? That one of its regular 
functions was to link text and commentary as well as text and, say, variant, is entirely 
plausible, 


Ghosts of the dotted obelus, incidentally, have been sighted in about twenty 
texts of poetry, but some at least can be banished. The papyri in question tend to be 
heavily encrusted with diacritical signs,’ which naturally were subject to revision just 
like regular text. An individual scribe, therefore, might reasonably have added dois 10 
raw attention to a diacritical mark he was adding or to expunge an erroneous one,’ 


“Function of the simple stroke unclear: see Table 3, and note especially P.Berol. inv. 13048 (ice in 
consecutive lines), Oxy, 13.1611 (2 consecutive ines), Oxy. 15.1820 (9 times, including passages 
‘of 3 and 4 consecutive lines), P.Oxy. 21.2301 (on the right of the col), P.Oxy, 2.2307 (let of 
‘coronis; ef P.Ozy. 18.2165, with chi beside coronis),P.Oxy. 24,2389 (7 4 times, 2 once), P.Oxy, 

37.2819 (at 2 consecutive lines). 

S©Dowed obelus beside relatively intact text (Table 3): P.Oxy. 1.16 ete, P.Oxy, 15.1797, P.O3y. 
21.2306 (a comm. by same hand as P.Oy. 23.2368, where the same sign recur). Other unexplained 
‘occurences: Tabe 3, and nb, MPER 1.7383 (imerl), MPER NS. 1.14 (inter), PFlor. 2.112 
(Comm. 11 times, plus once with a marg..), Ppl. 3475 inert), PSI 1.8 (once intr: a comected 
ccent? see below, 53, once writen beside the line: an expunged obelu? Arstarchan sgl areal 
teed), 

S\Doted obelus with marpnal notes (Table 26): MPER N.S. 337 (at end of lng n),P-Bodm. inv, 
28 (~ at left of a speaker n.), P-Flor. 2.112. (comm, at lft of m arg noe), P.Oxy. LIT % 
before the lemma of a long n.), P.Oxy. 15.1790 etc. (at right of the fest line of a Tong n.), 
B.Vindob.inv. 200 (= enter atthe point 0 which an. refers), 

‘$2Table 26; nb, P2Dais in. 12 (with restoration in top marg.), PSI 18.1399 (twice, ina draft of a 
speech, ata revision and is point of insertion); pec. P.KBln 2.76 (7 above upsilon inthe marg. 
variant vx (i. ima: unless a corrected ace.) Examples ofthe use of the sign with corections 
proliferate inthe Codes Sinaiticus, particularly with shorter revisions, and sometimes in conjunction 
With the ancora (above, n. 23), and ef. its use as caret in P Bodm, 2 (GMAW? no, 63, John I-14; 3rd 
ant, Achim?) 

SSTeats with frequent dicritical marks, including apparent doted accent: P.Ory, $841, P.Oxy. 9.1175 
ey P.Oxy. 10.123 etc. (Pack 59), P.Oxy. 15.1787 ee. P.Oxy. 21.2295, P-Oxy, 252421, P.O. 

25,3430 (Turner 3), Oxy. 262482, P Oxy. 42607, P.Oxy. 352735, P.Oxy. 303845, PST 1.8; 
P.Oxy. 32.2617 and P Ory. Hels. 6 are less heavily supplied with diacritics, but contain dod accents. 

‘Dots mark the comect accent: P.Ory. 541 dvs}epeiBev with * above alpha, for divtepetBov (ed) 
or éve" épetBov; the correct mark of quantity is marked by dots above the incorect one in P.O. 

DLLITS eu, P.Oxy. 252427, P.Oxy, 252430 (P-Turner 3: twice n 4 other cases (00 Hie survives 
{or cera), P- Oxy. 32.2617 (nthe left mare). 

$5pous expunge incorrect accents: P.Oxy. 10.1234 ete (Pack? 59 Gye with above alpha, read 
qe), P-Oxy, 10.1240 (Pack? 376 5 with“ below the circumflex, read #), Oxy. 15.1787 et, 

‘Qubibotl with * above second iota: presumably 660i; ist ota ded; 2 other uncenain cases), 
P.Oxy. 25.2427 (xz noe’ with above second alpha, presumably for xéya: 4 ober uncenain cases), 
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{ust as he did in revising the actual text. If accents dotted in this way were acute or 
gave, they would inevitably resemble the doved abelus, although the two Kinds of mark 

iad no relation. Many of the texts in question are very fragmentary, however, so it is 
unclear whether the dotted interlinear diacritics are errors or corrections.°7 


The last siglam, chi, is one of the commonest in literary papyri.* It appears 
now and then with variants or corrections, but in the majority of cases its meaning is no 
‘more apparent than that of many of the other signs treated above.*? Its very obscurity 
leads us back to the same interpretation as above, that it indicates something noteworthy 
in a line and that by inference the annotator had access to a commentary where the 
interesting point was explained. It is worth noting in passing that chi never appears in 
Homeric papyri,® where of course the diple did this job. For chi, however, unlike the 
diple, there is considerable evidence in secondary sources to support the theory that the 
sign was a reference mark directing the reader to a commentary. We possess no single, 
{general statement about its use for this purpose, since each of our sources treats the 
meaning of the siglum in the manuscripts of a single author. Still their accumulated 
information points to a common significance. 





Diogenes Laertius, first, reports that in texts of Plato chi was used in much the 
same way as the Aristarchan diple, to mark passages containing any of a variety of 





P.Oxy, 342677 (uv with * above upsilon: MapiavBuvdv ApRhod. Argon. 2.140), P.O3y. 
35,2735 (Ixptintval with above alpha: the grave appears secondary), POxy. 45.3220 
(liooapasfovealems wit above second epsilon: teooapaxoveaeris wanted, as coud. (Hes.W.AD, 
S441), P.Oxy, 30.3848 (ua with * above alpha, for wav, Le. ji, Theor. 186), P-Oxy Hels. 6 (e. 
[rlélp «lg (a) afAAn ye yova}ixeoy with * between iota and sigma of the enclitic tic), PS7 1.8 
(anovoogty with * above alpha), PSY 11.1214 (Pack? 1482, xfjpa with * above eta; lex. xfipa: a 
variant in the text is also dotted); peth. P.Kéln 2.76, Il. 15.625 uméx( ) lost in lacuna, vray in the 
Tnarg with “above upslon (for at asin mest cod). 

S6Dots were commonly used to designate variants (copied presumably from independent exemplars). 
“There me instances in about 70 tens, sometimes wih the source namod, eg: Oxy. 5841 at Pid 
Paean 2.61, -yAp() above the nu of eveatenxav; P.Oxy, 9.1175 etc. at Soph, Eurypylos fr, 84.2, 
Hl -Aewee ofa beside o}S0). When corrections are dotted, they too presumably come from independent 
exemplars, fr aboot half the time there are dotted variants in the sam text BRL. inv 138, P08. 
116 tie, P-Oxy, SA, P.Oxy. R1082 + Lond Lit. $9 (Pack? 237), P.Oxy. 9.1175 etc, P-O2)- 
15.1787 etc., P.Oxy. 19.2220 (Pack? 373), P,Oxy, 22.2313 (Pack? 128), P.Oxy. 22.2327 (P.Turner 
1.2372 (Pack? 1892), P.Oxy. 25.2427, P Oxy. 25.2430 (P.Turner 3), P.Oxy. 26.2442, 
2620, P.Oxy. 35273 

‘ST Questionable cases ase found in: P.Oxy. 15.1787, P.Oxy. 21.2295, P.Oxy, 25.2427, P.Oxy. 
25,2430 (P.Turner 3), P.Oxy. 26.2442 fr. 6.2, P.Oxy. 26.2443 (Pack? 1918, ZPE 26 [1977] 38-39, 
‘Alem), P.Oxy, 272482. 

Shtuble 2 nP.Ory. 9.1174 ec tbe name ofthe sigan was wd aber thane sign iets X. 
SPrable 3, Note especialy: P-Oxy. 10.1231 efc. (at 2 consecutive lines), P.Oxy, 182165 (writen at 
eft of coronis; cf. P.Oxy, 21.2307, where / appears beside a coronis), P.Oxy. 24,2394 (twice in 
consecutive lines), P,Oxy. 252827 (twice: als, separately, a marginal note refers othe ose of the 
Siglum: obx iv 1 bv <@ Okevoc), P.Oxy, 33.2654 5 P.Kdin 1 ((wie alone, once ina row oF 4,19 
tnark end of act, of this isa colction of excerpts, to indicate an omission’), PST 7.846 (a margn. 
also refers toa siglum now lost pbs tov whzovaop(e) 208 a: chi twice in consecutive line), PST 
10.1175 (twice in consecutive lines). 

‘SOWith the irrelevant exception of P.Morgan Libr., where it is proofreader’s mark (Table 2F), not 
critcalsiglum. In th single cate in which Eostathian uses Ge ima catia context (on Od. 2148) 
ie is actually discussing an Aristarchan ahetesis, and clearly gives the verb the general meaning of 
“tnark witha crcl sign:" onucinoon Ge wi x2 ech Aploapyos Gerioas Exlaxey, GBSvaOy 
lv nin oan Bxocaoms BOpeR 

















P.Ory. 32. 
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interesting features: xi xp} vig Meng eal xk exer i Shag viv Marowirhy ovvieway.6 
Whether these were then also discussed in a commentary he does not say, but a 
‘commentary seems required for the sighum to have had full effect.62 The use of chi-as a 
critical siglum is also attested in the scholia to Pindar, Sophocles, and Euripides. As for 
Plato, the siglum in those poetic texts evidently carried a wide variety of meanings. 
‘These were explained in commentaries of which these scholia are the remnants, but 
could hardly have been guessed without those commentaries.® A papyrus text of 
comedy (PS/ 7.846) also provides information on the sign. It contains a marginal 
‘comment phrased like the explanations of Aristarchan sigla in scholia to Homer. It refers, 
undoubtedly to chi, for chi appears elsewhere in these margins. Like the diple, finally, 
chi is quite firmly linked to commentaries in some papyri, specifically when it 
‘accompanies marginal notes or variants,*® or marks the lines where they apply. 





According to late sources,*7 chi could be used interchangeably with the 
monogram 2, which also survives in several papyri,® to indicate noteworthy passages. 
While in the most elementary sense both signs evidently marked something interesting in 
‘text, they were notin fact interchangeable. For while I am arguing that chi sometimes 
was a reference mark to commentaries, the monogram certainly was not: for a common, 
habitat for it is commentaries and treatises. Moreover, in no fewer than five papyri 





See above, n, 17. 
62,Among papyri the sign appears in two Platonic texts, with unclear purpose, Perversely, 
dip exurng in pp at pedomiates insuring Fy Pia, 
®3Sce Fowler (above, n. 13) 27 for references in the scholia to Pindar, Gudeman (above, n. 3) for 
sch Sophocles and the oferences collected in G. indo edion ofthe schol to Euripides 
{xtord 1863) vol. 310, Note, eg: sch, Pind. Pek. 3.18, emuetobve of Growwuariodgevo4 
‘1a 80 Kaha 1 z' RapanWévees, xr aowvdprntd cin mak Kip enow cig “Aibao Boyov, xual ndArv ty 
began sirens ta tarry eager et i y; ibid. 4.135d vb 5k onjeiov x’, 
Bn ous 1g next” ypoiks éxard hers Deyov, weal brs ebBeichov wb spooovopditera.; did. 
15D, 5.16b, Nem. 1.64b, Isthm. 6.47¢; sch. Soph. Phil. 201, eboton" Exe noi: cieBaar otro 
dpe vl 28 onda Be suabronweqlacnan Sx EAAGevurks tore Greqwveoeen th HpoSSrov 
(2.71) Daeyey “nepl Be xdv5e jor ebotoper xxioBe” ob Sraapa cig Soo Mébers GAA’ dos dev tag etnor caxre 
iotopa: todto 5é enow  zopis etiov dxovous ixepzouivon tod OidoKritav Kal atévovtOS Kate 
‘tiv mopelary Bulk 1 Gihyos, 
‘&4The note in question, xpds tbv xLeovasyby tod av, is writien beside the broken text Jodx div boxé, 
‘The same xpos location recurs in P-Oxy. 8.1086 (Comm. oo I), where Arsurchan dipla are 
explained: lines 27-28 )dsow On[Aciag @éfov “Apnos eopleaioas (Il. 2.767): xo amctov xp(bs) 1O¥ 
gO Bov Str .., lines 97-98 ) [ndioa 5° wiyvuro xoAa, éx 5° Eoovte Ande (Il. 2.809): wd anuciov Goad 
‘wobro Ste thy ROAnv n[AnOuveixids elpneev.), et al.; of. sch. A (Aristonicus) 1.218a ExAvoy: npbg x 
oxfjer, bri ob KAGovew elnev FH Gxobooveas, In another carefully revised text of comedy, P.Oxy, 
25.2427, the note obx iy tb x év 1 Okawos, also clearly refers to the use of chi as.a critical symbol. 
6STable 2F. In P-Paris 7\ chi is written 5 times beside text for which notes are provided. It does not 
sccompany the ots bl at they were copied from a hypomnera i beyond dou, for one icles 8 
Yours introduced by Sx.2 rancaton ofthe phrase 18 onaiov ft. familar rom 
ArtoicavArsarchan schon, In PST 1-192, smarty te noe begins wth amma In P.O%y. 
Seat where he diple also so used, and in Py. 26.2450 ch appears Beside ex, not Rae. Ta. 
Bern, 790) ca i write wie beside et and abet Reading in the ma. 
66Variants in a heavily annotated text like P.Oxy. 5.841, for example, are especially likely to have been 
taken ftom commentaries, 
STAnecd. Parisinum (above, n. 3): % chi et rho. haec sola X voluntate uniuscuiusque ad aliquid 
rotandum pontur;Wsidre Enmmologiae 121.22 (above, 2.3): % Cehorisimon, Hace sola ex 
Votes cesasgu od eit nuandn pon. 
€rable 3: itis usually writen ®, bu has several variant forms 4. 4.4. 
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‘where the chi-rho appears the simple siglum chi is present too, and the two can hardly 
have been equivalent. 


Whether chi and % originally developed as symbols for the same word is 
unknown. Even the identity of such a word is open to question: zpfjotc, "passage," or 
xpratév, “useful” are the meanings usually suggested for the monogram. In the literary 
texts where it appears~- fragments of Aeschylus, Euripides, Sophocles, Menander, and 
‘Stesichorus®?-- a case can be made for the former. Certainly the gnomic quality of the 
dramatic trimeters encouraged quotation and anthologization of appealing "passages."”0 
Ancient sources also provide evidence for xpfjats as a term for a quoted "passage" of 
text,7! but the usual meaning of the term is different: in the scholia to Homer it 
conventionally refers to Homeric “usage.” Most occurrences of the monogram in any 
case are in commentaries, treatises, and technical works, beside sections that a reader 
‘would hardly have chosen to quote or anthologize, although they might have struck him 
as useful. Certainly xpnotév is the better choice here,’ and in fact it is universally 
preferable. For a gnome or passage that reader found memorable or good for 
excerpting from comedy or tragedy Would clearly have been somehow "useful" to him. 
Itis unlikely in any case that a monogram so distinctive in appearance and appearing so 
frequently in texts of roughly the same date and provenance bore more than one 
meaning,’ 











Comparable monograms were also occasionally used to draw the reader's 
attention to important passages. One is 4, standing for &patov, found exclusively in 
legal works written in Latin and annotated in Greek, or written in a mixture of Latin and 
Greek, and dated to the fourth to sixth centuries. In the margin of a text of Gaius and 
another of juridical fragments the scribe has made the monogram ornate by the addition 
‘of decorative flourishes, more or less in the manner of the coronis in many texts, In the 
juridical text it appears in the marginal note onp(et@aax) 4.7 It is also imbedded (in 
Jess ornate versions) in the text of two other papyri, P-Ryl. 3.476 (Pack? 2282) and the 
so-calledScholia Sinaitica. (Pack? 2958). Iti the latter occurrence that confirms its 


9p. Oxy. 20.2255, P.Oxy. 27.2452, P.Oxy. 32.2617 (see above, n, 19), P.Oxy, 32.2637, P.Oxy. 

4443151, P-Sorb inv. 2528; see also below, a. 72 for P.Berol inv. 11866A-B, P.Oxy, 8.1086 ete, 

P.Ony. 13.161, sublterary texts where the monogram marks citations or quolatons. 

“70Sce Pack? 1567f0 for anthologies of tragedy and comedy on papyrus. 

e Diog EA De Rha 43, Apoll yee. De Syt 1319, Anecd Oia. 2452.19 CR ‘Aprorondivong 
v. 1180) 


72 at presumably “useful” passages: P.Berol.inv. 11866A-B (twice at opinions cited from one 
“Aveatédtos, ina legal catechism), P.Oxy. 6.885 (ueatise), P.Oxy. 8.1086 etc. (hypomnema, three 
times: at anew lemma; ata quotation from Alc: ata reference toa previous line of the poem), P.Oxy. 
13.1611 (veatse; atthe beginning ofan anecdote Acusiaus with Beside the two lines that follow the 
excerpt & comparable ancedote at line 42 s not so marked), P-Oxy. 25.2429 (hypomnema: beside a 
‘comment, approx. at midpoint) P.Oxy. vo. 29 (weatis: the marked testis ncunose),P.Oxy. 352741 
(hypomnema: beside vi Ai SeBoihe, prob a quotation, at approx. the midpoint of a comment), P-Oxy. 
53.3711 (hypomnema: nine limes repeatedly beside comments, including three times within one 
passage: probably to mark pisages for excerping(M. Haslam adic. J}, PS 9.1095 (veatise on logic: 
M the conclusion ofa demonsiauon), PSY 11,1182 (Gaius asi: at the heading ofa new section. 
TEmend MeNamee, Abbreviations (above, n.28) p. 109 and n. $1, 

‘Up Ay. 3475 PST 1.1182 (at wo otber passages here the annotator has added what looks like the 


“uil" of a coronis: #, **" — apparently without the monogram; in nether case is there anything 
‘obviously noteworthy about the marked txt). 

















meaning, for onu(ei@oat) dpaioy also occurs there, with dpatov written in full.75 
‘The other monogram in question combines the transverse rho with phi, perhaps to 
represent @pticig and to mark an interesting poetical feature. In occurs only once in 
papyri,’6 but its currency must have been wider than this suggests, for itis mentioned in 
the Anecdotum Parisinwm and by Isidore, both Latin sources with Greek roots. They 
identify itas a sort of query mark, but neither sufficiently explains the abbreviation.”? 


If the diple, the simple stroke, the dotted obelus, and chi shared a common use, 
namely indicating something interesting in a passage, then why the variety? Not because 
of varying provenance or date, for the evidence is actually less haphazard than usual on 
those points. All four sigla, but most notably chi and the diple, were in common use in 
‘one particular city within one restricted period of time: of the nearly 150 papyri 
containing one or more of these four marks, nearly half come from Oxyrhynchus and 
are dated to the second or third century, while another twenty Oxyrhynchite texts are 
from the first Christian century or the end of the first century B.C. Nor did the contents 
of a text determine which sila were appropriate. No mark i restricted 1 any single 
author or genre. Chi and the diple are used together in relatively heavy concentration in 
texts of Iyric, especially Pindar. They are even commoner, though, in texts of Plato and 
can also be found alone or together in texts of the three major tragedians and also of 
other authors. A scribe's choice of one over another was evidently personal, limi 
only by the convention that influenced him to use one of these particular signs. Even this 
‘was a convention honored much in the breach, however. For a number of unique sigla, 
Apparently with critical significance like these four, also survive in Egyptian papyri of 
the Roman period (Table 3). 











Of course when two or more of the common sigla appear in a single text there 
must have been a reason for the differentiation. If they are the work of different hands 
(something usually very difficult to decide),”* they might reflect the varied interests of 
two different readers of the same book. If a variety of sigla was added by the same 
hand,”? however, which seems to be the norm, it must have been to keep references 
clear. Certainly in correcting text, scribes varied the sigla they used to forestall 





7Sscholia inatica $27 Ac socer. trav cig vov névOepow [hy npotE] watré)pzesan, Biveren Bid aye 

(al) B15 naiip EmBobs npoie Swart nol hom erbthy adventician. omyeiooai)dpaiow 

[wai ] oviiowoy (see also §12, onp(etwoar) 442); 285 4 (1883) 1-32 (diplomatic transcript), B. 

Juebler, E.Seckel, Jurisprudentia Antejustiniana Relig. 22 (6th ed. 1927) 461-88, Pack? 2958, The 

Gomon nate an subject of his ext and Py 3473 spgeted wo CH, Roberts tat they were rom 
wesame wo 


Téin P.Oxy, $2.3686 > is writen at the left of the marginal leuers xo beside Soph. Ant. 120, a 
pastage of iyic: op(dous) noulneuct? PJ. Parsons, cited by H. Cockle, but they note the possible 
‘micron o sigma in the right part of tie mooogram. 
TAnecd.P arisinum (above, n. 3): phi et rho. hae apponuntur quoilens vel emendatio vel (sensus) 
ius versus solcitins est inspiciendus: Isidore Etymologige 1.21.23 above, n. 3): phi et ro, id ext 
Hace, ublaliguid obscura st ob soliitadinem pon. 

}Papyt in Table 3 with multiple sila added by two or more hands: P.Osy. $841, P.Oxy. 25.2427, 
P.0xy. 262442, peth.P.Ory. 35.2741. 
T9papyri ia which a variety of sigla have been added by a single hand (Table 3): P-Ant. 3.116, 
P.Berol.inv. 9780v, P.Oxy. 15.1809, P.Oxy. 17.2102, P-Oxy. 18.2174, P.Ozy. 20.2255, P.Ozy, 
22.2322, P.Oxy. 22.2327 (P Turner's), P.Ory. 23.2368, P Oxy. 24.2389, P.Oxy. 26.2441, P.Oxy. 
26.2485, P-Oxy. 26.2480, P.Oxy. 27.2482, P.Oxy. 322617, P.Ozy. 37.2812, P.Oxy. 48,3151, 
P.Oxy. 48,3152, P.Oxy, 453228, P.Oxy. $23656, P.Ory, 52.3675, P-Oxy. 53.3710, PRyl, 3475, 
P.Ryl. 3539, Pebt, 3.692, PSI 11.1182, 

















confusion.*° By analogy, it seems likely that when chi and the diple appear together 
(and this is the commonest combination) cach bore a different meaning, and in practice 
Probably refered. diferent hypomsem I itelisic vo imagine readers so energetic 
as t0 link their books to two or more commentaries? For texts containing these sigla, 
yes, for many were also yery carefully revised, sometimes against two or more 
exemplars,*! and some contain marginal commentary referring explicitly to more than 
‘one extemal source.*? They are the books of scholars first brought to our attention by 
Eric Tumer.§ Outstanding among them are three which are hypomnemata themselves, 
notably one on Eupolis which has indeed been very carefully revised. 4 





Signs less uniform in shape or less common than those already discussed also 
survive.*® A cross (++) is common at the top left of a column of writing, sometimes to 
delimit the area to receive writing, elsewhere perhaps with Christian significance.*¢ A 
simple dot might occasionally indicate an error, or possibly a division in the text.87 
Several other signs, particularly curved and angled ones, indicate omissions or 
Corrections or variants; others mark divisions in the text. Although some bear a 
resemblance to the antisigma or the diple, itis probably best not to force them into some 
such category, since their shapes vary considerably from each other. Each in any case is 
‘unambiguous in context. They are useful reminders that it was human hands and not 
‘machines that wrote these texts. 








*6rexts in which more than one siglum is used with comections (Table 2): BriLLibe, inv, 107, 
BritLibr, inv. 733, P.Amh, 2.24, PMarm., P.Porix 2 (all whese employ different sila within a single 
column) aso MPER 1.73-83, PAnt. 3.160, P Morgan Lib, P-Ozy. 9.1174 ee, PStass, inv, OF, 
31432; peth,P-Oxy, 25.2430 (b Tuner 3). 
‘\There are 32 in Table 3, and just half contain two o¢ more sigha (marked here with *): P.teid. 4.2 
le, *P.Ory. 116 etc, *P. Oxy. 2.223, *P. Oxy. S841, P-Oxy. 6882, P.O). 9.1178 el, P.Oxy. 
9.1178 ete, P.Oxy, 11.1361 ete. *P.Ozy. 13.1620, P.Oxy, 15.1788 etc, P.Oxy, 15.1792 cc, 
P.Oxy, 15.1820, P.Oxy. 2064, P Oxy. 172100, P.Oxy. 182165, Oxy. 212295, P.Oxy, 21.2297, 
$P.Oxy. 222327 (P Turner 3), P.Oxy. 24.2387, P Oxy. 243394, *P.Oxy, 252421, *P Oxy, 
262441, *P Ory, 26.2442, +P. Oxy. 26.2445, *P.Oxy. 26.2450, P.Osy. 272468, *P.Oxy, 32.2617, 
*P.Ory. 35.271, *P-Ory. 933710, °P-Ory. S337M1, *PRein. 1.2 et, PSL 2.123, P-Teb, 3.692. 
See K. McNamee, “Papyti Revised by Two or More Hands.” Proc. of the XVI Intern. Congress of 
Papyrology (Chico, California 1981) 79-91. 
*"2Marginal notes referring to more than ove external source: BritLity. inv. 271 tc, (dupécepor oF 
“Ayusivis, bv dA, Epo }, Apion) P.Oxy. 5841 (Nicanor?, Aristonicus?, Theon, Chrysippus?), 
P.Ory, 9.1174 etc, (Nicanor, Arstonicu?; that a second exemplar was used is indcaed by a reference 
to a source by the numeral a’ [implying that there was a BD), P-Oxy. 11.1361 ete. (Ptolemy, 
Pindariw?), P. Oxy, 222327 (P.Turner 3: Apion, Nicanor? djestepo ), POxy, 24.2387 (Aristonicus, 
Prolemy), P.Oxy. 26.2442 (Didymus?, Nicanor!), P-Oxy. 322617 (Gugbrepot), P.Oxy. 37.2803 
{Theon, Aristnicus). Pet. P.Oxy. 9.1175 ete (re. wo Nicanor, also the note fv éxép@); pec. P.Oxy. 
25.2427 (ef, to Theon also the note oi v3) 
‘SEG. Tumer, "Scribes and Scholars of Oxychynchus,” MPER N.S. V 141-46; and above, 35. 
iypomnemata containing more than oe obscure siglum: P-Oxy. 232368 (on Bacchyl: sgla by a 
single hand), P,Oxy. 24.2389 (on Alem; sigla added by a single hand), P.O. 38.2741 (on Eup. sig 
by pth. Zhan on theo see andthe ote he hand at as sd ex il mt). 

able 2G. 
8550 Bartoleui ined of PSY 14.1399, 
"stichometric dati, those tat seem to have teen added by scribes as they counted writen lines 
for the purpose of determining fees have not been collected ber. 
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‘There remain several miscellaneous sigla, none with clear significance, in about 
two dozen texts. On one level, their dissimilarity from the sigla discussed above 
simply confirms that individual scribes worked in idiosyncratic ways. Certainly the 
array of forms assumed by standard signs like the ancora and antisigma and the 
fluctuating significance of most sigla make it clear enough that this happened. In fact, 
though, itis more helpful to look at the matter another way. More than half these papyri 
with unique signs come from towns other than Oxyrhynchus and from centuries other 
than the first to third. In other words, scribes in Oxyrhynchus in the high Roman period 
seldom used sigla other than those discussed above. This suggests that those signs were 

art of an approved canon in scriptoria in that time and place. While each of them 
individually may have meant roughly the same thing: "look this up!” the repertoire of 
symbols appropiate for making this point was fairly limited, and only rarely do we find 

ixyrhynchite scribes borrowing (or inventing) other marks. The impression. of 
regularity at Oxyrhynchus is further confirmed by a glance again at unconventional signs 
used to mark new sections of text: most of them too pre-date or post-date the Roman 
period, and derive from other towns. 








Of course the regularity of Oxyrhynchite material does not mean that order and 
convention prevailed only in the scriptoria of that town.*? The evidence from 
Oxyrhynchus is simply abundant and consistent enough to justify the general 
conclusions offered above about habits of scribes in that one city over a period of about 
three centuries, Relatively little evidence comes from other places, but itis important to 
note that the common marks are indeed represented outside Oxyrhynchus. I would not 
be surprised if they were actually conventional among scribes throughout in Roman 
Egypt. Certainly this is true of the coronis, itself a mark of a carefully written text, 
which survives in papyri from a variety of towns.°° 





Supporting this theory is the fact that across the sea, the language of signs 
changes only ate Sigla friar from Egyptian papyr-chi andthe diagonal stoke 
survive in a small number of Herculineum texts! the former apparently used as a 
critical siglum as in Egypt,?? as well as, occasionally, the latter, which also had the 
familiar job of marking errors.% The paragraphus and coronis, for marking divisions in, 
the text, are also familiar. The practice of scribes in Herculaneum texts diverges, 
however, in their very common use of the diple where we are used to seeing 


‘8Table 3, last col. I have seen photographs or plates of only about half of these, so conceivably some 
ipa are misrecognized examples of ie common sigs. 

Tn fact twenty-one of the Oxythynchus texts come from just seven pens, so naturally the sigia in 
those texts sometimes coincide: Scribe 1: P.Oxy. 22.2318, P.Oxy. 22.2327 (P.Turner 3), P.Oxy. 
24.2389, P.Oxy. 25.2430 (P.Turner 3) (some scholarly notes may be by the same annotator as in 
Oxy. 22.2327 =P Turner 3) Scribe 2: P.Oxy. 18.2163, P.Oxy. 18.2164, P.Oxy. 18.2178, P.Oxy. 
20,2245, P.Oxy. 20.2250, P.Oxy. 20.2255, PSI 11.1210 etc; scribe 3: P.Oxy. 15.1788 etc, P.Oxy, 
26.2445, Seribe 4: P.Oxy. 21.2306, P.Oxy. 23.2368, Scribe 5: P.Oxy. 9.1174 etc., P.Oxy. 9.1175 
ttc; Scribe 6: P. Oxy. 25.2427, P-Ory. 44.3151, scribe 7: P.Oxy. 15.1787 etc, P.Oxy, 26.2442. 
59Stephen (above, n, 1) 8. 

910) scribal conventions in Herculaneum texts see G. Cavallo, Libri scritture scribi a ercolano = 
Cronache Ercolanesi vol. 13 supp. 1 (1983) 23-25. 

92Chi as a critical symbol: PHerc. 163, P-Herc. 460 + 1073 fr. 5 i.17-18, P.Here. 1050 fr, 3.12, 19 
vil.13 (CavalloLSSE_ pl. 28), Herc. 1065. The sign + which appears twice in P-Herc. 1148 is perh. 
another form of chi. 

53Diagonal stroke (/) as a critical symbol: P-Herc, 1148 xl (Cavallo, LSSE pl. 12). It marks errors or 
corrections eg. in P.Here. 182 (Cavallo, LSSE p24). 

The coronis: P\Here. 1427, Ric Pap Ere. 3, 1977, P.Herc. 994, Ric Pap Erc. 2, 1976, P.Herc. 163, 
Cron.Ere. 8, 1978, 52ff. Te simple paragraphus occurs passim. 
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paragraphi,95 in the presence of the double penstroke (/“) to mark a citation,96 as well 
as in the common use of chi, the asteriscus, and the dotted diple as space-fillers.°” Each 
is familiar enough to us from Egyptian texts, but this routine and un-Egyptian use of 
them is a sign that the scribes who copied the Herculaneum texts were trained to 2 
slightly different system-- a system, incidentally, which is probably closer to scribal 


practice in the mainstream of Greek culture 9 Similarly the “asterisk” sign (OK) 
marking changes of speaker in the Latin Alcestis has no direct parallel in Greek papyri 
from Egypt” 


To sum up: there is more regularity in the use of sigla in Graeco-Egyptian papyri 
than appears when one encounters them only sporadically. In Oxyrhynchite and other 
teas ofthe high Roman period the ancora andthe anisigma were typically marks made 
by revisers of text-- the former usually marking omissions, the latter normally wi 
variants and textual notes. To these should be added the simple diagonal slash, w! 
commonly indicates something amiss in a line. Each of these found altemate uses in the 
hhands of individual scribes, however. The simple stroke, the chi, the dotted obelus and 
the diple in non-Homeric texts seem to have been used predominantly to mark the 
presence of an interesting point in a line, or as a reference mark indicating the presence 
(of a useful note in a separate hypomnema. But none of these sigla had a tightly restricted 
significance, and (ouside Oxyrhynchus and the second and third cemuries) the same 
Jobs were also done by various other sigla. The most useful reminder, for editors, that 
the meaning of these signs did vary is inconsistent use by scribes of even the very 
specialized sigha of the, system of Aristarchus-- and the toleration of thore 
inconsistencies by readers." 














‘*SCavallo (above, n. 91) remarks on the rather more common use of diple as a divider in Herculaneum, 
ppapyri than in Egyptian; se also R. Marichal, "De usage de la “dip” dans les inscriptions et les 
‘manuscrits latins," Paleographica Diplomatica et Archivstica: Studi in onore di Giulio Batilli vol. 1 
Rome 1979) 63.39 with plates of two Herculaneum teas. Diplai mark pauses inthe folowing 
Herculaneum papyri: P:Herc. 1081 (Ric-Pap.Ere. 2, 1976; GMAW? 78), P-Herc. 1074 (Ric.Pap.Erc. 3, 
1983; GMAW ? no, 78), PHere. 1672 (Ric Pap.Erc. 3, 1977; also} and L), P.Herc. 1427 
(Ric.Pap.Ere, 3, 1977), P.Herc. 994 (Ric.Pap Ere, 2, 1976), PHerc. 411 + 1572 (Ric.PapErc. 1, 


1969, 6.67, PHere1012+ 1786 (Cron rc. 10,1980, 25-53, writen / ), Pere. 26 (Crom.rc. 3, 
1973, 49.91), Pere. 1676 (Cron.Bve. 1, 1971, 90-111), PHer. 1013 (Cron Ere. 9, 1999, 1135), 
Pete, 188+1014 (Cron Erc. 8, 1978, 104-23), PHerc. 16147 (Cron Ere. 7, 1977, 96-113), P-Here. 
10047 (Cron.Erc. 6, 1976, 69-76: ususilly the dipleobelismene is used), P Her, 1080 (Oxf, P 8, cal, 
¥i.19-20, vit 31-32, 3738). 

96/7 masks a cation in PH 163 (Cr Ere. 8, 1978, 321F Cavallo above, 9.91) p24), 
Miscellaneous space fillers: P.Herc. 1081 (Ric.Pap.Erc. 3, 1983): < << ; P.Herc. 411, 1572 
(Ric.Pap.Erc. 1, 1969, 66-67): % X; P.Herc. 463 (Cron.Erc. 12, 1982, 67-83): X; P.Herc. 163 
(Crore, 8, 1978, 5210: %, A, 7, A; Perc. 1012 + 1786 (Cron.Erc. 10, 1980, 25-53): *, >, 
>. The apparent chi-tho monogram (#) beginning the long n. im the bottom marg. of P.Herc, 152 is 
Probably a misdrawn abbreviation of xpd; (JR), which recurs later in the note (ed. H. Diels, Philodemos 
Ober dle Gawer drives Buck. Abh Preuss Akad.Wiss. phillbistkl, 1916 (Berlin’1917, repr 
Amsterdam/Leipeg 1970) 24.27). 

Cavallo (above, n. 91) 49. 

99The closest thing is K+ written between the lines to note a change of speaker in a text of the "Acta 
‘Alexandrinorum” (P-Haris, JRS 39 (1939) 79-80), R. Roca-Puig, lcestis, Hécametres Latins: Papyri 
Barcinanenses inv. no, 158.161 (Barcelona 1982). 
































"1 am grateful to Linos Jacovides, who wrote the program used to organize these data; to Gregg 
Schwendner, who read an early daft and kindly redirected me on more than one point; and to James 
Porter for helpfial conversation. 
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Notes and Abbreviations to Tables 1-5: 


(Centuries are of the common era unless indicated. 


Lower-case "p" precedes Pack? numbers. 


+ marks texts appearing in Table 1 or Table 3 as well as in Table 2 (Sigla with 


Utilitarian Functions). 


§ marks texts appearing more than once in Table 2. 


‘The List of Texts (Table 4) indicates whether plates (pl. or photographs were available, 





‘Anecd.Parisinum 


‘Anecd.Romanum 


Cavallo, LSSE 





- Ric, maiuscola bibl, 


Exbse, Sch.Gr.Hom.Il. 
GBByz Per. 


GMAW? 


McNamee, Abbr. 


New PalSoc. 


Abbreviations. 


cod. Paris. 7530 (saec, 8), ed, G. Dindorf, 

‘Scholia Graeca in Homeri liadem | 

(Oxford 1875) pp. xlvi-l; Keil,Grammatici 

Latini vii 535 

cod. Rom.Gr. 6 (Rome, Bibl,Naz.: sac. X), ed. 

F. Montanari Studi di filologia omerica antica 1 

(Pisa 1979) 43-75 

G. Cavallo, Libri Scrinture Scribi a Ercolano, 

ergot Te) 

Ricerche sulla maiuscola bi 

1967) 

Scholia Graeca in Homeri lliadem (Berlin 1969- ) 

G. Cavallo and H. Maehler, Greek Bookhands 

of the Earty Byzantine Period A.D. 300-800 

‘Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 

Supplement 47: London 1987) 

E.G. Tumer, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient 

World, 2nd ed. P.J. Parsons (Bulletin of the 

Institute of Classical Studies Supplement 46: 

London 1987) 

Abbreviations in Greek Literary Papyri and 

‘Ostraca (Bulletin of the American Society of 
syrologists Supplement 3: Chico, 

Cahors 1981) 

The New Palaeographical Society: Facsimiles of 

Ancient Manuscripts etc., ed. E.M. Thompson, 

GF. Warmer, F.G. Kenyon, J. P. Gilson, Series 

1 (London 1903-12), Series 2 (London 1913-30) 
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Pack? 


PalSoc. 


Roberts, GLH 


‘Schubart, Pap.Gr.Berol. 


Seider, PGP 
Turner, Codex 
Uebel 


R.A. Pack, The Greek and Latin Literary Texts 
from Graeco-Roman Egypt 2nd ed. Ann Arbor 
1965) 

The Palaeographical Society: Facsimiles of 
‘Manuscripts and Inscriptions, ed. E.A. Bond, 
EM. Thompson, G.F, Warner, Series 1 
(London 1873-83), Series 2 (London 1884- 
94) 

CH. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands 350 B.C. 
~A.D. 400 (Oxford 1955) 

'W. Schubart, Papyri Graecae Berolinenses 
(Bonn 1911) 

R. Seider, Paldographie der griechischen Papyri 
vol. 2; Literarische Papyri (Stuttgart 1970) 

EG. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex 
Philadelphia 1977) 

F. Uebel, APF 21 (1971) 167f¢ 
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Table 4 
LIST OF TEXTS 





BN Paris, P.Gr. 1120, Suppl. grec 2, MIFAO 9.2 (1893), p1345, pl. (parti 
Codex p. xii (Table 2) 
BKT: see P.Berol. 
inv. 107, P.Lond.Lit. 25, p953. pl. (partial): Pal Soc. se 
inv, 1084119, PiLond Lit, 133 PJand. 5.80, p1233, 

ser.1.2,126, Roberts, GLH 13b, (Table 2) 

br. inv. 126, P.Lond. Lit, 5, 634, pl. (partial), GMAW?14 (Table 2) 

BritLibr. inv. 128, P.Lond.Lit. 27, p98, pl. (partial); Erbse, Sch.Gr-Homl. vol, 5 
(Tables 1, 2) 

Brit.Libr. inv. 131v, P.Lond.Lit. 108, p163, pl 
Athenians: Facsimile of Papyrus CX} 
(Tables 2, 3) 

Brit.Libr. inv, 132, PLond.Lit, 131, p1272 (Table 2) 

BritLibr. inv. 134, PLond.Lit. 134, p1234, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 

Brit.Libr. inv, 135, P.Lond.Lit. 96, p485, pl.: Herondas: Facsimile of Papyrus inv. 
‘0.135 in the British Museum (Table 2) 

Brit.Libr, inv, 136, PLond.Lit. 11, p697, pl. (partial) (Table 1) 

BritLibr. inv, 271, P.Lond.Lit. 30, P.Vindob. 6746+26754-60, Archiv flr 
Bibliographie-, Buch, und Bibliothekswesen 1 (1926) 92-93, p1039, pl. 
(partial; Pal Soc. 2.2, 182; Seider, PGP 19 photo (Table 1) 

Brit.Libr, inv, 733, P.Lond.Lit, 46, PSI ‘12. iar, pl: The Poems. of 
Bacchylides: Facsimile of Paprus DCCXXXII in the British Museum (London 
1897); Seider, PGP. 37 (partial) (Table 2) 

Brit.Libr, inv. 1184: see P.Oxy, 2.220, 221 

inv. 1190; see P.Oxy. 3.445 

WV. 1533: see P.Oxy. 4.659 

Brit. Libr. inv. 1535: sce P.Oxy. 4.687 

Brit ibe, inv. 1546A, P.Lond Lit, 140, p2516, pl. Tables 2, 3) 

ibr. inv. 1842v: see P.Oxy. 5.841 

Bribe inv 1873" sce Bayi. 3a0 

Brit Libr, inv. 2040, P-Lond Lit 174, P.Oxy. 3412, pS3, pl. (partial) P.Osy., New 
Pal.Soc. ser.1.1.104, Roberts, GLH 23a (Table 2) 

Brit.Libr. inv, 2443: see P.Orxy. 11.1361 

Brit.Libr, inv, 2055: see P.Oxy. 8.1086 

inv. 2068: see P.Oxy. 9.1174 
Brit. Libr, inv. 206 ge 9.1175, 
Libr. 1608 

Pal. 1 (1901) ies, pA99, photo (Tables 2, 3) 

MPER 274-16, p1270 (Table 2) 

MPER N.S. 3.60: see P.Vindob. inv. 29311 

MPER 681-97, Pap.Lugd Bat. 18.13, WS 14 (1980) 29-37, p1551, pl. (partial): WS ; 
photo (Table 2) 

MPER 697-113, p1552 (Table 3) 

MPER NS. 1.14, p2531 (Table 3) 

MPER N‘S. 3.23, p1631, photo (Table 2) 

MPER N.S. 3.37, p2866, photo (Table 2) 

P.Aberd, 134: see P-Berol, inv. 6869+7492-95 

P.Amh. 2.13, p1626, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Amh, 2.24, p263, pl. (partial), GBByz.Per. 13c (partial); photo (Table 2) 

P.Amst. inv. 1, Mnemosyne 4.24 (1971) 162-68, pl. (Table 2) 














rristotle on the Constitution of the 
in the British Musewm (London 1891) 
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P.Antinoe, A.S. Hunt & JJohnson,TwoTheocritus Papyri (London 1930) 20ff, p1487, 
. (partial), photo (Table 2) 

P-Ant. 2.80, p321, pl. ) (Table 2) 

P Ant, 3,116, Uebel 1353, photo (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Ant. 3.134, Uebel 1454 (Table 2) 

P Ant. 3.160, Uebel 1295, photo (Tables 2, 3) 

P Ant. 3,164, Uebel 1312, photo (Table 2) 

P Ant. 3.182, Uebel 1487 (Table 2) 

P/Ant. 3.183, Uebel 1442, photo (Table 2) 

P-Athen.Univ. inv, 2780-1, SB 9860a-f, Uebel 1456 (Tables 2, 3) 

P/Berol. inv, 8, BRT. 2.52-53, pl. p1404 (Table 2) 

PBerol, inv. 5865, BT. 5.1.54 APF 27 (1980) 19-32, p119, photo (Table 2) 

PBorol ev. GRG9+7492-95, BT 5.1.3, PAberd 134, APF’ 24/25 (1976) 6-12, p572 

P.Berol, inv. 7807, BKT. 5.1.4, p842 (Tables 1, 2, 3) 

P.Berol. inv. 8440, BRT 5.1.4, 9735 (Table 1) 

P.Berol. inv. 9764, BK. 3.22-26, p2354, pl. (Tables 1, 2, 3) 

P.Berol. inv. 970: see P-Rein. 1.2 

PBerol. inv. 9780, BKT 1, L. Pearson & S. Stephens (Stuttgart 1983), 
339i. (pana (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Berol. inv. 9780v, BKT_ 4, p536, pl. (partial) (Tables 2, 3) 

P\Berol, inv. 9781, BKT 7.4-13, p2511, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 

P.Berol, inv. 9782, BKT 2, p1393, pl. (partial), also New Pal.Soc. ser.1.1.103, 
Schubart, Pap.Gr.Berol. 31: Seider, PGP 40 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Berol. inv. 9908, BKT 5.2,64-72, p449, pl., also Schubart, Pap.GrBerol. 30 
(partial) (Table 3) 

P,Berol, inv. 10558-59, BAT 5.1.82-93, p1851, pl. (partial): Schubart, Pap.Gr.Berol. 
43a (Table 2) 

P.Berol, inv. 10567, BAT. 5.1,94-106, p1329 (Table 2) : 

P.Berol, inv. 10575, Festschr.2.150-jahrigen Bestehen d.Berliner Agyprischen Mus, 
(Berlin 1974), pl. (Table 2) 

P.Berol. inv. 11629A-B + 13417 A-B: see P.Oxy. 18.2168 

P’Berol. inv. 11761, Rev.Phil. sér. 3.29 (1955) 199, no. 452, p100S (Table 1) 

PBerol. inv. 11866A-B, Aegyptus 13 (1933) 621-43, p2277, pl. (partial) (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Berol. inv. 13044, BRT 5.1.7-18, p1774 (Table 3 

inv, 13284, BT 5.2.19-55, p251, pl. (partial) (Table 3) 

inv. 13405, BKT 7.31-34, p2512, pl. (partial) (Table 3) 

inv, 16985, Rev.Ph. sér. 3.29 (1955) 199 no. 449, p980 (Table 1) 

PBerol. inv. 21114: see P.Oxy, 15.1792 

P.Berol. inv. 21186, ZPE 4 (1969) 109-12, Uebel 1214, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Bodm. 26 with pl. +P.K6In 1.3, Uebel 1177 (Tables 2, 3) 

P-Bodm. inv. 28, Mus.Helv, 33 (1976) 1-23, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Cairo inv, 60566, Mélanges Maspero 1.148-S1(MIFAO 67.1, Cairo 1934), p1184, pl. 
(partial): Erbse, Sch.Gr.Homill. vol. 2 (Table 1) 

P.Cairo Goodspeed 1, p\116 (Table 1) 

P.Cair.Masp. 1,67055 etc., 348, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 

P.Cair. Masp. 2.67172-74, p58, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 

P.Colon. inv. 3328, A. Henrichs, Die Phoinikika des Lollianos (Bonn 1972), Uebel 
1513, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Col. 8.202 (inv. 517a), p410, pl.: CP_33 (1938) 411-13 (Table 3) 

PDDaris inv, 12, Stud.Pap. 7 (1968) 7-22, p788 add., Ucbel 1289a (Table 2) 

P Flor. 2.106, p604, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 

P.Flor. 2.112, p157, pl, also ZPE 25 (1977) 54-57 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Gendve: see P.Lir Pisa 2 
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P.Gen 1, p5 (Table 2) 

P.Gr-Mon. 38, pl.: Atheneum 52 (1974) 25ff (Table 1) 
P.Grenf. 2.4: see P.Heid. 4.2 

P-Hal. 3 inv. 18: see P.Oxy. 15.1787 

P-Hamb. 2.129, p2115, pl. (Table 3) 

P-Hamb, 3.195, pl. (Table 1) 

P-Harris, JRS_39 (1949) 79-80, p2224 (Table 2) 
P-Harr. 1, p1325, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 

P-Harr. 38, p405, pl. (partial), photo (Tables 2, 3) 
P-Harr. 41, 1508 (Table 2) 

P.Haun, 1,8: see PSI 11.1207 

P.Haun. inv, 301, P-Univ.Statale di Milano, Riv.Fil. 69 (1941) 161-68, p1452, pl. (Table 









3) 
P.Hawara, APF 5 (1913) 378, p1550 (Table 3) 
P-Haw. 24-28 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. a.1 (P), p616, pl.: Erbse,Sch.Gr-Homl. vol, 


1; GMAW? 13;vidi (Tables 1,2) 
P.Held, 4,2, P.Hib, 1.22, P.Grenf. 2.4, p979, pl. (P-Heid., P.Grenf., partial) (Tables 2, 
3 


) 

P-Held. NE, 2.188, p1962, pl. (Table 2) 

PHereul, 163, Cr.Erc. 8 (1978) S2tf. (Table 3) 

P.Hercul, 182, ed. C. Wilke, Philodemi de ira liber (Leipzig 1914) 53-58, pl. Cavallo, 
ESSE. pl. 18 (Table 2) 

P.Hereul, 460 + 1073, Ric.Pap.Erc. 2 (1976), (Table 3) 

P.Hercul, 1050, ed. T.Kuiper, Philodemus Over den Dood (Amsterdam 1925) 159-62, pl. 
Cavallo, LSSE 28 (Table 3) 

P.Hercul, 1065, ed. P. & E. De Lacy, Philodemus On Methods of Inference (Naples 
1978) 80-83, pl. Cavallo, L9SE_ pl. 29 (Table 3) 

P.Hercul, 1148 xl,Cr.Erc. 14 (1984) 17-107, pl. Cavallo, LSSE pl.12 (Table 3) 

P.Hib, 1.3, p1480, pl. (partial) (Table 3) 

P.Hib. 1.22: see P.Heid. 4,2 

Piland, 5.80: see BritLibr. inv. 108+115 

PIFAO inv. 75, BIFAQ 46 (1947) 66-67, p1127, photo (Table 1) 

Pilst.Pup.G. Vitelli 2013, Studia Flor. Ronconi Sexagenario Oblata (Rome 1970) 207, 
pl. (Table 3) 

P.Kéln 1,3: see P.Bodm, 26 

P.Kéln 1.4: see P.Oxy. 33.2654 

P-Kéln 1,37 (Table 1) 

P.Kéln 2.59, Uebel 1369, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Kéln 2.76, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Kéln 3.125, pl. (Table 2) 
























P.K6In 5.205, pl. (Table 3) 
P.K6in 6.242, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 
-Kéln 6.247, pl. (Table 3) 





PLLille 73+76+11 1c, ZPE_26 (1977) 1-6, 7-36, pl: CRIPEL 4 (1976) 287-329, GMAW2 
74 (partial) (Table 3) 

P.Lips. inv. 338, APF 29 (1983) 15-17 (Table 1) 

P.LitPisa 2(P.Genéve), 1030, pi., photo (Tables 1, 2) 

P.Lond.Lit. 5: see Brit.Libr. inv. 126 

P.Lond.Lit. 6: see P.Ryl. 3.540 

P.Lond.Lit. 9: see P.Oxy. 4.687 

P-Lond.Lit. 11: see Brit.Libr. inv. 136 

P.Lond.Lit. 14: see P.Oxy. 3.445 

P.Lond.Lit. 25: see BritLibr. inv. 107 
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PLond Lit, 27: see Brit Libr. inv. 128 
PLond.Lit. 30; see Brit.Libr. inv. 271 
P.Lond Lit. 44: see P.Oxy. 4.659 
P.Lond.Lit. 45: see POxy. 5.841 

P Lond.Lit, 46: see Brit.Libr. iny. 733 
PLondLit. 48: see P.Oxy. 11.1361 
P.Lond Lit. 66 : see P.Oxy. 9.1175 
PLondLit. 67: see P.Oxy. 9.1174 





P.Lond.Lit, 176; see P.Oxy. 8.1086 
P.Lond.Lit. \78; see P Oxy. 2.221 
P.Lond Lit. 185: see P.Oxy. 2.220 
P.Lund, Arsb.Lund (1934-35) 53f, p781 (Table 1) 
P.Marm. , p455, pl. (Table 2) 
P.Med. inv. 210, Aegyptus 58 (1978) 110-16, pl. (Table 2) 
P.Med. inv. CNR 68.3,Aegyptus 47 (1967) 191, Uebel 1311, pl. (Table 3) 
P.Michael. 2, p997 (Table 2) 
P.Michael, 4, ZPE 10 (1973) 75-77, p2271, pl. (Table 3) 
, TAPA 53 (1922) 1: p958, vidi (Table 2) 
ppl. (Table 2) 
/. 2810, ZPE 46 (1982) 58-69, p599,vidi (Table 2) 
inv. 2906, ZPE 10 (1973) 175-85, pl. (Table 2) 
inv. 3390, ZPE 76 (1989) 237-38, (Table 2) 
Mich. inv. 4270, ZPE 29 (1978) 5-13, vidi (Tables 2, 3) 
Be Mich, inv, 6643,WS 79 (1966) 186-89, Uebel 1474, pr (Tables 2, 3) 
. inv. 6653v, ZPE 14 (1974) 89-90, pl. (Table 1 
PM Vogl zl. 1.9, p1406 (Table 3) 
PAMilVogl, 6255 (Table 1) 
P.Monac,, APF 1 (1901) 473-75, p1566 (Table 2) 
P.Morgan Libr., Sitzb.Berl Akad. (1912) 1198-1219, p870, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 
P-Oxy, 1.9: see P.Oxy. 34.2687 
P.Oxy. 1.12 (Cambridge Univ. Libr., add. 4029), p2205 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 1.15 (Glasgow Univ. Libr.), p1618 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 1.16, 4.696 (Univ. of Pennsylvania Museum), p1524: pl. (partial) (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 1.28 (St Andrews Univ. Libr.), p1554, photo (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 2.212, Brit.Libr. inv. 1180, P.Lond.Lit. 85, p156 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy, 2.220, Brit.Libr. inv. 1184, P_Lond.Lit, 185, p2172, pl. (partial) (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 2.221, Brit.Libr. inv. 1184, P.Lond.Lit. 178, p1205, pl.: Erbse, Sch.Gr.Hom.ll.. 
vol. 5, P.Oxy. (partial) (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 2.223 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. a.8 (P), p733, pl. (partial) (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 2.229, p1392, photo (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 3.412: see Brit.Libr. inv. 2040 
P.Oxy. 3.442 (Trinity College Library, Dublin, Pap. E.8), p2543 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 3.445, Brit-Libr. inv. 1190, P_Lond.Lit. p78, pl.: Erbse, Sch.Gr.Hom.Il. 
vol. 2, P.Oxy. (partial), photo (Table 1) 
P.Oxy. 3.471 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. a.10 (P), p2225, photo (Table 2) 
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P.Ony, 4.659 (P Princeton AM 9054), BritLibe. inv. 1533, P.Lond Lit 44,p1371. pl 
(Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 4.676 (Wellesley College), p1722 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 4.687, Brit. Libr, inv. 1535, PLond. Lit. 9, p691, pl. (Table 1) 

P.Oxy. 4.694 (P-Princeton), p1492 (Table 3) 

Oxy. 4.696: see P.Oxy. 1.16 

P.Oxy. 4.770 (Chadwick Museum, Bolton, Lancashire), p909, photo (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 5.841, Brit.Libr. inv. 1843v, PLond Lit. 45, p1361, pl. (P-Oxy., partial ), 
Roberts, GLH 14, photo (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 5.844 (Houghton Libr., Harvard Uniy.), p1263, pl. (partial); photo (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 6.852 (Bodleian Libr.), p438, partial pl.: P.Oxy., full pl.: W.EH. Cockle, 

ides Hypsipyle (Rome 1987), GMAW? 31 (Tables 2, 3) 

2.0m. 64 6895 (Cato) pls36. pL (para) Cable 3) 

P.Oxy. 6.875: see P.Oxy. 52.3086 

P.Oxy. 6,885 (Musées Royaux, Brussels, inv. £5973), p2105, pl: M. Wittek, Album de 
Paléographie Grecque (Gand 1967) 6 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 7.1011 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. c.72 (P), p215, pl. (partial); photo (Table 2) 

P-Ony. 7.1018 (Py. inv, 450}, pIS48 Table 2) 

P. 

P.O; 





Oxy. 8.1086, Brit.Libr. inv. 2055, P.Lond.Lit. 176, p1173, pl.: Erbse, 

Sch.GrHom4l, vol. 1, GMAW? 58 (Table 3) 

Oxy. 8.1089 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. 4.101 (P), p2217 (Table 3) 

xy, 8.1093 (P.Cairo), p328 (Table 2) 

Oxy. 9.1173: 808 PST. 11.1207 

P.Oxy. 9.1174, 17.2081a, Brit-Libr. inv. 2068, P.Lond.Lit. 67, p1473, pl. (P.Oxy., 
partial), GMAW? 34 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 9.1175, 17.2081, Brit. Libr. inv. 2069, PLond.Lit. 66, p1472, pl. (P.Ox)., 
partial) (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 9.1182, p295, pl. (partial): GMAW? 67 (Table 3) 

P.O3y. 10.1231, 17-3086, 1821660, 21 Pp, 122-26 = Bodleian Libr. Gr, clas. 6.76 
(P), p1445, pl. (partial), photo (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 10.1232 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. ¢.75 (P), p1447, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 10.1233, 17.20814, 18.2166b, 21 pp. 127-30 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. b.18 
{P) p56 pl (Oxy. 10, parial), GMAN2 72 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy, 10.1241 (Trinity College Dublin), p2069 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 10.1247 (Toledo Museum of Art), p1532, photo (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 10.1248 (St Andrews Univ. Libr.), p1397, photo (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 11.1356: seePSI 11.1207 

P-Oxy, 11.1361, 17.2081¢, BritLibr. inv. 2443, P.Lond Lit. 48, p179, pl. (P.Oxy., 
partial); photo (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 11.1364 (Cambridge Univ. Libr. add. 6355), p92, pl. (partial); photo (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 11.1371, p145, pl. (partial); photo (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 11.1398 (St Paul's School, London), p1147, pl.: Cavallo, Ric. maiuscola bibl, 
26a (Table 1) 

POL WORSE AMEN OGM GSS Me IES 


P.Oxy. 2, 1611 = Bodleian Libr., Gr. class. b.17 (P), p2290 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy, 13.1614, p1352, pl. GMAW? 23 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 13.1617 (Bibl. del TUniversité de Louvain D.371.2), p152 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 13.1619, p474, pl. (partial); photo (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 13.1620 (Libr. of the Univ. of Melbourne), p1506, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

Oxy. 15.1787, 18.2164, 21 pp. 134-39, P.Hal. 3 inv. 18, p1449, pl. (P.Oxy., partial) 


(Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 15.1788, 21 pp. 139-45, 23 pp.105-106, p61, pl. (partial) (Table 3) 
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P.Oxy. 15.1790, 17.2081f, p1237, pl. (partial), GMAW? 20 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 15.1792, vois. 26 pp.13-25, 37 p.104; P.Berol. inv. 21114, ZPE 3 (1968) 97, 
1363 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 15.1797, p93 (Table 3) 

Oxy. 15.1803, p2126 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 15.1806, p1495, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 15.1809, p1391, pl.: GMAW? 19 (Tables 2, 3) 

Oxy, 18.1818 (Masées Royaur, Brussels inv. F.6002 A,B,C) goss. pl: Lames, 
Apercus de paléographie homérique... (Paris and Brussels 1960) 148-1 ) 

P.O. 15 1820 (PCaio), p1133, pl. (paral) GBBiye Per. 2b (Tables 2,3) 

P.Oxy. 2064, A.S. Hunt & JJohnson, Two Theocritus Papyri (London 1930) 3-19, 
1489, pl. (partial), photo (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2075, PSI 14.1384, p516, pl.: GMAW? 11 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2078, p254, pl.. GMAW? 33 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2081a: see P-Oxy. 9.1174 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 17.2081b: see P.Oxy. 9.1175 

P.Oxy. 17.208le: sce P.Oxy. 10.1231 

P.Oxy. 17.2081d: see P.Oxy. 10.1233 

P.Oxy. 17.208le: see P,Oxy. 11.1361 

P.Oxy. 17.2081f: see P-Oxy. 15.1790 

P.Oxy. 17.2093, p1461, photo (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 17.2094 (ap. 49.3445 p. xvii), p1285 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2100, p1523 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2101, p1545, pl.: Cavallo, Ric. maluscola bibl, 42. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2102, p1402 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 18.2158: see PS! 11.1207 

P.Oxy. 18.2160: see PSI 11.1210 

P.Oxy. 18.2163, p33, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 18.2164, p44, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 18.2165, p62, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 18.2166a: see P.Oxy. 10.1231 

P.Oxy. 18.2166: see P.Oxy. 10.1233 

P.Oxy. 18.2166d: see P.Oxy. 15.1787 

P.Oxy. 18.2168, P-Berol, inv. 11629A-B + 13417 A-B Sitz Berl. Akad. (1914) 222-44, 
(1912) 524-4, p01, pl. (para: P.Ory. SBA 1912, 1914): full pl. of PBerol 

1620. Gaye Per. 10b Cable 2) 

P.Oxy. 18.2170: see PSI 11.1218 

P.Ony. 18.2174, p547, pl. (Table 3) 

p 2176 and pp. 184-85, p551, pl. (Table 2) 

P. 

P 

P. 


















Ixy. 18.2178, p20, pl. (Table 3) 
“Oxy. 19.2224: see P.Oxy. 44.3152 

Oxy. 20.2245, p37, pl. (Table 3) 

Oxy, 20.2250, p43, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 20.2255, pA5, pl. (Table 3) 

Oxy. 20.2258, p186, pl: GMAW? 47 (partial); photo (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 20.2259, p2160, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21,2290, p1450, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21.2291, 1901, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21.2295, p63, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

Oxy. 21.2297, p65, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21.2301, p69, pl. Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21.2306, p74, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21,2307, p75, pl. (Table 3) 


xy. 21 pp. 122-26: see P.Oxy. 10.1231 
ny. 


1 pp. 127-30: see P.Oxy. 10.1233 
1 pp. 134-39: see P-Oxy. 15.1787 

1 pp. 139-45: see P.Oxy. 15.1788 

12.2310, p125, pl. (Table 3) 

xy. 22.2311, p126, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 22.2312, p123, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 22.2318, p127, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 22,2322, p87, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 22.2327 (P.Turner 3), p1750, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 22.2335, p381, pl. (paral: B. Donovan, Euripides Papyri 13 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 23.2354, pS08, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 23.2359, p1485, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 23.2362, p180, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 23.2368, p183, pl. (Table 3) 

P-Oxy. 23.2369, p1474, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 23 pp.105-106: see P-Oxy. 15.1788 

P.Oxy, 24.2381, p79, pl.. GMAW? 15 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 24.2389, p81, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 24.2390, p82, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 24.2394, p1890, pl, (Table 3) 


21 
21 
2 























B.Oxy. 24.2399, p2194, pl, GMAW? 55 (Table 3) 
B-Oy. 25.2427, p360, pl (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 





5.2429, 362, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 25.2430 (P.Turner 3), p1910, pl, (Table 2) 

P.Oxy, 25.2434, pi951, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 26.2441, p1370, pl., GMAW? 22 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 26.2442, p1360, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 26,2445, p1368, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 26.2450, p1369, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. vol. 26 pp.13-25: see P.Oxy. 15.1792 

P.Oxy. 27.2452, p1479, pl. (partial; GMAW? 27 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy, 27.2454, p1711, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 27.2468, p1396, photo (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 28.2487, p528b, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. vol. 29, p1950, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 31.2537, Uebel 1507, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 32.2617, Uebel 1386, pl. (Table 3) 

Oxy. 32.2637, Uebel 1393, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 33.2654+PKéIn 1.4, Uebel 1182, pl., GMAW? 41, (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 33.2656, Uebel 1184, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Oxy, 34.2687 (P.Oxy, 1.9 add.), p166 add., Uebel 1429, pl. (P.Oxy. 34) (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 34.2694, p103, pl: BICS. 7 (1960) 45-56 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy, 34.2702, Uebel 1237, photo (Table 2) 

P-Oxy. 35.2741, Uebel 1175, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 37.2751, pl, (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 37.2803, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy, 37.2812, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 37.2819, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. vol. 37 p.104: see P.Oxy. 15.1792 

P.Oxy. 38.2825, Uebel 1186, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 42,3002 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy, 42.3003 (Table 3) 














44.3151, pl. (Table 3) 

, 44,3152 (19.2224 add.), p395 add., pl. (partial): P.Oxy. 44 (Table 3) 
44.3154 (Table 3) 

. 45.3224 (Table 3) 

47.3326 (Tables 2, 3) 

. 49.3437 (Table 3) 

1 49/3445 p. xvii: see P.Oxy. 17.2094 

; 49.3459, pl. (Table 2) 

. 50.3538, pl. (Table 2) 

 $2:3656, pl. (Table 3) 

xy. 52.3662 (Table 3) 

ry. 32.3663 (Table 3) 

xy. 52.3675 (Table 3) 

. $23686 (P.Oxy. 6.875 add.), p1463 add. (Table 3) 

Ixy. 53.3695, pl. (Table 3) 

Oxy. 53.3699, pl. (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 53.3710, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 53.3711, pl. (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 54.3722, pl. (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 54.3724, pl. (Table 2) 

P Paris 2, p246, pl, (partial) Roberts, GLH 6a, Seider PGP 13 (Table 2) 
P.Paris 71, p78, pla; GMAW? 16; photo (Table 2) 

P.Princ. 3.113, ead: photo (Table 2) 

P.Rein. | P.Berol. inv. 9770 (BAT 3.10-19), p2346, pl. (Table 3) 
PRein. a8, photo (Table 3) 

P-Ross.Georg. 1.4, p941 (Table 2) 

P-Ross.Georg. 1.17, p2083 (Table 3) 
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P-Ryl. 1.16, p1688, pl., Roberts, GLH 22b, (Table 2) 
P.Ryl, 1.21: see P.Rein. 1.2 
P-Ryl, 1,29a, p2416 (Table 2) 


PARI 134, pi94l (Table 3) 

P-Ryl. 1.51, p1016, pl. (partial) (Table 1) 

PRyl, 153, p1106, pl. (pail): New PalSoc. ser 2.1.54; photo (Table 2) 

P.Ryl. 1.55, p72, pl (partial) (Table 3) 

P.Ryl. 3.475, p2280, photo (Table 3) 

P-Ryl. 3.531, p2418 (Table 2) 

PRyl. 3.539, p575, pl.: Two Biblical Papyri in the John Rylands Library (Manchester 
1936) 11 Chuble 3) 

P.Ryl. 3.540, Brit.Libr. inv. 1873, PLond.Lit. 6, p643, pli New Pal.Soc. ser. 2.1.53, 
Seider pl. 11 no. 21 (Table 2) 

P.Ryl. 3.541, p652, photo (Table 2) 

P.Schub. 11, p1978 (Table 3) 

P.Schub. 38, p2596 (Table 3) 

PSI inv. CNR 66+67, Papiri dell Odissea 5, pl. (Table 3) 

PSI 1.10, Mus.Phil.Lond. 2 (1977) 1-17 with pl., p833 (Tables 2, 3) 

PSI 1.8, p1059, pl. (partial) (Tables 1, 3) 

PSI 2.113, p608, photo (Tables 1, 3) 

PSI 2.123, p1444, pl., Pap.Flor. 12 suppl. pl. 70 (Table 3) 

UES) PSs1, pl Pap Flor. 12 suppl. pl. 69, APF 16 (1956) 26-81 pl. 6 (Table 


Pst 2.140, p1000, photo (Table 2) 
PSI 3.158, p2053, pl: Pap Flor. 12 suppl. 74 (Table 3) 
PSI 6.721, p332, photo (Table 2) 
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PSI 7.846, p1628, photo (Table 3) 
PSI 7,850, p2462 (Table 3) 
PSI 9.1095, p2567, pl: Pap-Flor. 12 suppl. 75 (Table 3) 
PSI 10.1175, p1640. (Table 3) 
PSI 10.1180, p2421, photo (Table 2) 
PSI 11.1182, p2953, pl. (partial) (Tables 2, 3) 
PSI 11.1185, p795, pl: Pap-Flor. 12 suppl. 76 (Table 3) 
PSI 11,1191, p497, photo (Table 2) 
PSI 11,1192, p1467, photo (Table 2) 
PS M1.120% P.Oxy, 9.1178, 1.1386, 162138, Haun, 1.8, p1344, pl. (PSI , partial) 
PSI 11,1210, P.Oxy, 18.2160, p28, pl. (P.Oxy., partial) (Table 3) 
PSI 111218 P.Oxy, 18,2170, p213, pl. (PSI, paral) (Table 2) 
PSI 12.1278: see BritLibr. inv. 733 
PSI 12.1289, p2054, photo (Table 2) 
PSI 13.1298" 2PE. 36 (1979) 61-62, p90$ (Tables 2, 3) 
PSI 14,1384: sce P.Oxy. 17.2075 
PSI 14,1399, p2518, photo (Table 2) 
PSI 15.1456 (Table 1) 
PSI 15.1458, p955, pl. (Table 1) 
P.Soc.Pap,Alex. inv. 212, BIFAO 46 (1947) 57-60, p810 (Table 1) 
v. 2338, Rech.Pap. 4 (1967) 11-67, Uebel 1211 (Table 3) 
P,Strassb. inv, Gr. 31432, BIFAO 54 (1954) 45-62, p591, pl. (partial), photo (Table 2) 
PiStrassb. inv, Gr. 2462a+2489, BIFAO 61 (1962) 172, p1035 (Table 2) 
P,Strassb. inv. Gr. 2675,B/FAO_ 61 (1962) 151-68, p789, photo (Tables 1, 2) 
P.Tebt. 1.4, p632, pl. (partial), GMAW? 12, photo (Tables 1, 2) 
P.Tebt, 2.433, CalifSt, Class Ant. 4 (1971) 201-202 (with partial pl), p1156: (Table 2) 
P Tebt. 3.692, p1475, pl. (partial), photo (Table 3) 
P.Turner \ ph, (Table 2) 
P.Turner 3: see P.Oxy. 22.2327, P.Oxy. 25.2430 
P.Turner 9, pl. (Table 2) 
P.Vindob. inv, G2314, Feierl Sitz.d. Kaiser! Akad.d.Wiss. (Vienna 1886) 57-60; Vortrag 
ae Pap rah Rai. (Viena 1886) 4-49, p17. pl (paral: ZPE 46 (1982) 1 
1 (Table 2) 
P.Vindob. inv. 200, WS 7 (1885) 116-22, p1534, pl, (Tables 2, 3) 
P\Vindob. inv. 26746+26754-60: see Brit.Libr. inv. 271 (Table 3) 
P.Vindob. inv, 29311, Hommages Préaux 548-54 (re-ed. of MPER N.S. 3.60), p2261 
(Table 2) 
Perg. Berol. 13217, BT 5.2.73-79, p437 (Table 2) 
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103 


123 
125 
126 
127 
145 
152 
156 
137 
163 
166 add, 
175 
179 
180 
183 
186 
201 


213 
215, 


Table 5 
CONCORDANCE OF PACK? AND UEBEL NUMBERS, 


Publication 


P.Gen. | (Table 2) 
P.Vindob. inv. G2314, Felerl Sitz.d. Kaiserl Akad.d Wiss. (Vienna 1886) 5 
Vortrag dd.grPap-Erzh Rain. (Vienna 1886) 44-49 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 13.1608, BritLibr. inv. 2469, P.Lond.Lit, 14 (Table 2) 
P-Oxy, 18.2178 (Tabie 3) 
PSI 11.1210, POxy. 18.2160 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 18.2163 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 20.2245 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 20.2250 (Table 3) 
P-Oxy. 18.2164 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 20.2255 (Table 3) 
BritLibr. inv. 2040, P.Lond.Lit, 174, P.Oxy. 3.412 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 10,1233, 17.2081d, 18.2166b, 21 pp. 127-30 (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 15.1788, 21 pp. 139-45, 23 pp.105-106 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 18.2165 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 21.2295 (Tables 2, 3) 
‘Oxy. 21.2297 (Table 3) 
Oxy. 21.2301 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 21.2306 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 21.2307 (Table 3) 
PParis 7\ (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 24.2387 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 24.2389 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 24.2390 (Table 3) 
POxy. 22.2322 (Table 3) 
P.Ony. 11.1364 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 15.1797 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 34.2694 (Table 2) 
P.Berol. inv. 5865, BKT 5.1.54 APF 27 (1980) 19-32 (Table 2) 
P.Ony. 22.2312 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 22.2310 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 22.2311 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 22.2318 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 11.1371 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 13.1617 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 2.212, Brit Libr.inv. 1180, P.Lond.Lit. 85 (Table 3) 
P Flor. 2.112 (Tables 2, 3) 
BritLibrinv. 131v, P-Lond_Lit, 108 (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 34.2687 (P-Oxy. 1.9 add.) (Tables 2, 3) 

BritLibr. inv. 733, P.Lond.Lit. 46, PSI 12.1278 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 11.1361, 17,208le, BritLibr.inv. 2443, P.Lond.Lit. 48 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 23.2362 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 23.2368 (Table 3) 

Oxy. 20.2258 (Table 2) 

P.Ony. 18.2168, P-Berol. inv. 11629A-B + 13417 A-B Sitz Berl, 
Akad. (1914) 222-44, (1912) 524-44 (Table 2) 

PSI 11.1218, P.Oxy. 18.2170 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 7.1011 (Table 2) 




















246 
251 
254 
263, 
295 
321 
328 
332 
339 


360 
362 
381 
395 add. 


410 
437 
438 


455 
472 
474 
485 


499, 
508 
516 
528b 
531 
536 
547 
551 
572 


575 
591 
599 


616 
632 
634 
643 
652 
658 
691 
697 
733 
735 
TB 
Bi 
788 add. 
789 


P Paris 2 (Table) 

P.Berol.inv. 13284, BKT 5.2.19-5S (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2078 (Table 3) 

P.Amh. 2.24 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 9.1182 (Table 3) 

P.Ant. 2.80 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy, 8.1093 (Table 2) 

PSI 6.721 (Table 2) 

P.Berol.iny. 9780, BRT. 1, re-ed. L.Pearson & S.Stephens (Stuttgart 
1983) (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Cair Masp. 1.67055 etc. (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 25.2427 (Tables 2, 3) 

Oxy. 25.2429 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy, 22.2335 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 44.3152 (19.2224 add.) (Table 3) 

PHarr. 38 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Col, 8.202 (P.Columbia Univ.Libr.inv. 517) (Table 3) 

Perg, Berol. 13217, BKT_5.2.73-79 (Tabie 2) 

P.Ony. 6.852 (Tables 2. 3) 

P.Berol.inv, 9908, BAT: 5.2,68-72 (Table 3) 

PMarm. (Table 2) 

PRyl. 1,55 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 13.1619 (Table 2) 

Brit Libr, inv. 135, P.Lond. Lit. 96 (Table 2) 

PSI 11,1191 (Table 2) 

MPER 1.73-83, Stud-Pal. 1 (1901) iii-x (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 23.2354 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2075, PSI. 14.1384 (Table 3) 

28.2487 (Table 3) 

130-131 (Table 2) 

P.Berol.inv. 9780v, BKT 4 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 18,2174 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 18.2176 and pp. 184-85 (Table 2) 

P.Berol. inv, 6869+7492-95, BRT 5.1.3, P-Aberd. 134, APF 24/25 
(1976) 6-12 (Table 2) 

P.Ryl. 3539 (Table 3) 

PStrassb. inv, Gr. 31432, BIFAO 54 (1954) 45-62 (Table 2) 

P.Mich. inv. 2810, ZPE 46 (1982) 58-69 (Table 2) 

P Flor. 2.106 (Table 2) 

PSI 2.113 (Tables 1, 3) 

P.Haw, 24-28 (Tables 1, 2) 

P.Tebt. 1.4 (Tables 1, 2) 

Brit.Libr. inv. 126, P.Lond.Lit. $ (Table 2) 

P.Ryl. 3.540, BritLibr. inv. 1873, P.Lond.Lit. 6 (Table 2) 

P-Ryl. 3.541 (Table 2) 

P.Cair Masp. 2.67172-74 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 4.687, Brit. Libr.inv. 1535, P.Lond. Lit. 9 (Table 1) 

BritLLibriinv. 136, PLond Lit. 11 (Table 1) 

P.Oxy. 2.223 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Berol.inv. 8440, BAT 5.1.4 (Table 1) 

P.Oxy. 3.445, Brit Librinv. 1190, P-Lond.Lit. 14 (Table 1) 

PlLund, ArsbLund (1934-35) 53f (Table 1) 

P.Daris inv. 12, Stud.Pap. 7 (1968) 7-22 (Table 2) 

P,Strassb.inv. Gr. 2675.BIFAO 61 (1962) 151-68 (Tables 1, 2) 
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795 
810 
833 
842 
870 
873 


941 
953, 
955 
958 


979 
980 
988 
997 
998 
1000 
1005 
1016 
1030 
1035, 
1039 


1059 
1106 
1116 
1127 
1133 
1147 
1156 
1173, 
1184 


1205, 
1233, 
1234 
1237 
1263 
1270 
1272 
1280 
1285 
1325 
1329 
1344 
1345 
1352 
1360 
1361 
1363 


PSI 11.1185 (Table 3) 

P.Soc,Pap.Alex.inv, 212, BIFAQ 46 (1947) 57-60 (Table 1) 

PSI 1.10, Mus.Phil.Lond. 2 (1977) 1-17 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Berol.iny. 7807, BAT 5.1.4 (Tables 1, 2, 3) 

P-Morgan Libr., Sitzb Berl Akad. (1912) 1198-1219 (Table 2) 

P-Rein. 2.69 (Table 3) 

PSI 13.1298, ZPE_ 36 (1979) 61-62 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 4.770 (Table 3) 

P-Ross.Georg. 1.4 (Table 2) 

BritLibr, inv. 107, PLond_Lit. 25 (Table 2) 

PSI inv.?, Ann Sc.Pisa 2.26 (1957) 179-80 (Table 1) 

P.Mich. inv. 2, TAPA 53 (1922) 128-33 (Table 2) 

P.Berol.iny. 9774, BKT. 5.1.18-20 (Tables 1, 2) 

P Heid. 4.2, P,Hib. 1.22, P.Grenf. 2.4 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Berol.inv. 16985, Rev.Ph. sér. 3.29 (1955) 199 no, 449 (Table 1) 

P.Oxy. 15.1818 (Table 1) 

P-Michael. 2 (Table 2) 

Brit Libr.inv. 128, P.Lond.Lit, 27 (Table 1, 2) 

PSI 2.140 (Table 2) 

P.Berol.iny, 11761, Rev.Phil. sér, 3.29 (1955)199, no. 452 (Table 1) 

P-Ryl. 1,51 (Table 1) 

PLit,Pisa 2 (P.Genéve) (Tables 1, 2) 

P.Strassb. inv. Gr. 2462a+2489, BIFAO 61 (1962) 172 (Table 2) 

Brit.Libr. inv. 271, P.Lond_Lit. 30, P.Vindob. 6746+2675460,Archiv 
‘fir Bibliographie, Buch-, und Bibliothekswesen 1 (1926) 92-93 
(Table 1) 

PSI 1.8 (Tables 1, 3) 

P.Ryl. 1.53 (Table 2) 

P.Cairo Goodspeed 1 (Table 1) 

PIFAOiny. 75, BIFAO 46 (1947) 66-67 (Table 1) 

P.Ony. 15.1820 (Tables 2, 3) 

Oxy. 11.1398 (Table 1) 

P-Tebt. 2.432, Calif St, Class.Ant. 4 (1971) 201-202 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 8.1086, Brit Libr.inv. 2055, P.Lond,Lit. 176 (Table 3) 

P.Cairo inv. 60566, Mél.Maspero 1,148-51(MIFAQ 67.1, Cairo 
1934) (Table 1) 

P.Oxy. 2.221, BritLibr. inv. 1184, P.Lond.Lit. 178 (Table 2) 

it.Libr. inv. 108+115, P.Lond.Lit. 132, Pland. 5.80 (Table 2) 

Brit.Libr. inv. 134, P.Lond_Lit. 134 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 15.1790, 17.2081f (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 5.844 (Tables 2, 3) 

MPER 2.74-76 (Table 2) 

BritLibr. inv. 132, P.Lond_Lit. 131 (Table 2) 

P-Princ. 3.113 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy, 17.2094 (ap. 49.3445 p. xviii) (Table 3). 

PHarr. \ (Table 2) 

P.Berol. inv. 10567, BKT. 5.1.94-106 (Table 2) 

PSI 11,1207, P.Oxy. 9.1173, 11.1356, 18.2158, P.Haun, 1.8 (Table 2) 

BN Paris, P.Gr. 1120, Suppl. grec 2, MIFAQ 9.2 (1893) (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 13.1614 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 26.2482 3) 

P.Oxy. 5.841, BritLibr. inv. 1842v, P.Lond.Lit. 45 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 15.1792, vols. 26 pp.13-25, 37 p.104; P-Berol.inv. 21114, 
‘ZPE 3 (1968) 97 (Table 3) 























60 


1368 
1369 
1370 
1371 
1391 
1392 
1393, 
1396 
1397 


1404 
1406 
1444 
1445, 
1447 
1449 
1450 
1452 


1461 


1463 add, 


1467 
1472 
1473 
1474 
1475 
1479 
1480 
1485 
1487 


1489 


1492 
1495 
1506 
1508 
1523 
1524 
1532 
1534 
1536 
1545 
1548, 
1550 
1551 
1552 
1554 
1566 
1618 
1626 
1628 
1631 
1640 


P.Oxy. 26,2445 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 26.2450 (Tables 2, 3) 


.Librinv. 1533, P.Lond_Lit. 44 (Table 3) 
PlOxy. 15-1809 (Tables 2,3) 
P.Oxy. 2229 (Table 3) 
P.Berol.inv. 9782, BRT. 2 (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 27.2468 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 10.1248 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 172102 (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Berol. inv. 8, BT 2.5253 (Table 2) 
PMilVogl. 1.5 (Table 3) 
PSI 2.123 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 10.1231, 17.208 le, 18.2166a, 21 pp. 122-26 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy, 10.1232" (Table 2) 
Oxy. 15.1787, 18,2166d, 21 pp. 134-39, P.Hal, inv. 18 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 21.2290 (Table 3) 
P-Haun.inv. 301, P-Univ.Statale di Milano, Riv.Fil, 69 (1941) 
61-68 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 17.2093 (Table 2) 
Oxy. 52.3686 (P.Oxy. 6.875 add.) (Table 3) 
PSI11.1192 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 9.1175, 17.2081, Brit. Libr. inv, 2069, P.Lond.Lit, 66 (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 9.1174, 17,2081a, Brit Libr.inv. 2068, P.Lond.Lit. 67 (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 23.2369 (Table 3) 
P.Tebt. 3,692 (Table 3) 
P.Ony. 27.2452 (Tabie 3) 
P.Hib. 1.3 (Table 3) 
P-Oxy. 23.2359 (Tables 2, 3) 
Peaminge 4S. Hant& J.ioheson.TwoTheocr Pap, (London 1930) 20 
rable 2) 
P.Oxy. 2064, A.S. Hunt & J.Johnson, Two Theocr.Pap. (London 1930) 3-19 
(Tables 2, 3) 
P.Oxy. 4.694 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 15.1806 (Tabie 3) 
P.Oxy. 13.1620 (Tables 2, 3) 
PHarr. Al (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 17.2100 (Table 3) 
P.O. 116, 4.696 (Tables 2,3) 


PVindat ine, 200, WS 7 (1885) 116-22 Tables 2,3) 
P.Oxy. 6.853 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 17.2101 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 7.1018 (Table 2) 

P.Haw., APF. 5 (1913) 378 (Table 3) 
MPER 6381-97 (Table 2) 

MPER 697-113 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 1.28 (Tables 2. 3) 

PMonac., APF 1 (1901) 473-75 (Table 2) 
P.Oxy. 1.15 (Table 3) 

P-Amh. 2.13 (Table 2) 

PSI 7.846 (Table 3) 

MPER NSS. 3.23 (Table 2) 

PSI 10.1175 (Table 3) 
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1688 
171 
1722 
1750 
1774 
1851 
1890 
1901 
1910 
1941 
1950 
1951 
1962 
1978 
2053 
2054 
2069 


2105 
2115 
2126 
2160 
2172 
2194 
2205 
2217 
2224 
2225 
2261 


2271 
277 
2280 


2346 
2354 
2416 
2418 
2421 


2511 
2512 
2516 
2518 
2531 
2543 


2596 
2866 
2953 


PRyl. 1.16 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 27.2454 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 4.676 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 22.2327 (P.Turner 3) (Table 3) 

P.Berol.inv. 13044, BT 5.1.7-18 (Table 3) 

P.Berol. inv. 105S8-59, BRT 5.1.82-93 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 24,2394 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 21.2291 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 25.2430 (P.Turner 3) (Table 2) 

P.Ryl. 1.34 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. vol. 29 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 25.2434 (Table 3) 

P Heid. NF. 2.188 (Table 2) 

P Schub. 11 (Table 3) 

PSI 3.158 (Table 3) 

PSI 12.1289 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 10.1241 (Table 3) 

P.Ross.Georg. 1.17 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 6.885 (Table 3) 

P-Hamb. 2.129 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 15.1803 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 20.2259 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 2.220, BritLibr. inv. 1184, P.Lond.Lit, 185 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 24,2399 (Table 3) 

P.Ony. 1.12 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 8.1089 (Table 3) 

PHarris, JRS 39 (1949) 79-80 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 3.471 (Table 2) 

P.Vindob. inv. 29311, Hommages Préaux 548-54 (re-ed. of 
MPER NS. 3.60) (Table 2) 

P-Michael. 4, ZPE 10 (1973) 75-77 (Table 3) 

P.Berol.inv. 11866A-B, Aeg. 13 (1933) 621-43 (Tables 2, 3) 

P-Ryl. 3.475 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 13.1611 (Tables 2, 3) 

P Rein. 1.2, P-Ryl. 1.21, P.Berol. inv. 9770 (BKT 3.10-19) (Table 3) 

P.Berol.inv. 9764, BKT” 3.22-26 (Table 3) 

P-Ryl. 1.298 (Table 2) 

P-Ryl. 3,531 (Table 2) 

PSI 10.1180 (Table 2) 

PSI 7.850 (Table 3) 

P.Berol. inv, 9781, BKT 7.4-13 (Table 2) 

P.Berol.inv. 13405, BT. 7.31-34 (Table 3) 

BritLibr.inv. 15464, P.Lond.Lit. 140 (Tables 2, 3) 

PSI 14.1399 (Table 2) 

MPER N.S. 1.14 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 3.442 (Table 3) 

P5I_-9.1095 (Table 3) 

P.Schub. 38 (Table 3) 

MPER NS. 3.37 (Table 2) 

PSI 11.1182 (Tables 2, 3) 























Uebel 


1175, 
1177 
1182 
1184 
1186 
1211 
1214 
1237 
12898 
1295, 
1311 
1312 
1353 
1369 
1386 
1393 
1429 
1442 
1454 
1456 
1474 
1487 
1507 
1513 


Publication 


P.Oxy. 35.2741 (Table 3) 

P.Bodm. 26+P Koln 1.3 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 33.2654+P Kin 1.4 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Oxy. 33.2656 (Table 2) 

P.Oxy. 38.2825 (Table 3) 

P.Sorb.inv. 2328, Rech. Pap. 4 (1967) 11-67 (Table 3) 
P.Berol.inv. 21186, ZPE 4 (1969) 109-12 (Table 3) 
P.Oxy. 34.2702 (Table 2) 

P.Daris inv. 12, Sud Pap. 7 (1968) 7-22 (Table 2) 
P.Ant, 3.160 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Med.iny. CNR 68.3,Aeg. 47 (1967) 191 (Table 3) 
P.Ant, 3,164 (Table 2) 

PAnt. 3.116 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Kéin 2,59 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 32.2617 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 32.2637 (Table 3) 

P.Oxy. 34.2687 (Table 2) 

P-Ant. 3.183 (Table 2) 

P-Ant. 3.134 (Table 2) 

P.Athen.Univ.iny. 2780-1, SB_9860a-f (Tables 2, 3) 
P.Mich.iny. 6643,WS 79 (1966) 186-89 (Tables 2, 3) 
PAnt. 3.182 (Table 2) 

P Oxy, 31.2537 (Tables 2, 3) 

P.Colon. inv. 3328, A. Henrichs, Die Phoinikika des Lollianus (Bonn1972) 








‘The Inflection of Marginal Notes in Literary Papyri 


Marginal notes in literary papyri commonly gloss a single word or short phrase, 
which may or may not be repeated as a lemma. In either case the explanation, whe- 
ther a word or two in length or longer, normally keeps to the inflection of the source, 
A fair number of notes, however, spread across 22 papyri, have lemmata or explana- 
tions inflected differently from the original text. Usually they appear as nominatives 
(in at least 41 of $3 occurrences), but there are some accusatives; only nouns, pro- 
nouns, and adjectives are involved. * The number of occurrences is too large und the 
variations too regular to dismiss the forms as freaks of chance. Why then the ano- 
maly? 

‘Naturally the explanation is linked to the source of papyrus notes. Precisely how, 
though, is not straightforward. For an assortment of reasons, marginalia are usually 
assumed to have been copied from separate commentaries. Frequently they corres- 
pond in wording and content to mediaeval scholia, whose roots are generally thought 
to be in hypomnemata. The phrasing of longer notes is indistinguishable from that of 
ancient commentaries: exegetic expressions like touréotwy, tO é&jic, dvi rod, Aéyerat, 
eine (elpnee, Aéyet, Bon, gnaw) are at home in each. Notes are often set off by sigla 
that would be hard to explain unless they had been copied from something like 
‘commentary, where such marks were conventional. Paragraphi, for example, typically 
separate the sections of a hypomnema ; but since annotations rarely abut each other in 
rolls or even codices, any accompanying paragraphus is usually superfluous? 

‘The lemmata of ancient commentaries, however, are typically inflected “correctly 
they hud to be in order for a reader to locate them easily. No full-scale hypomnemata 
survive in which they are systematically converted to the nominative (not to mention 
‘any other grammatical case) and they are not likely to be found. Superficially, then, it 
is unlikely that the anomalous marginalia were copied from works like those: why 
would annotators trouble to change the form of key words? We must at least cor 
der, then, whether the notes came from something other than commentaries, some- 
thing in which regularity of form was the rule and where it worked as an aid, not a 
hindrance, to readers. 














Lexica? Alphabetic Jexica on papyrus do survive whose declinable lemmata are 
largely nominative. This is true especially for miscellaneous collections of hard words 





' Appendix 1, Texts with Anomalous Marginalia. Appendix 2, Marginal Notes Inflected 
‘Anomalously. Accusatives: nos.2, 15, 18, 34, 35: possibly accusative: nos. 10, 11, 12, 24, 40, 
45, 50. 

2 IU serves no purpose, ¢.g..in P-Par. 71 = P.MelGr. 1 (Alem. p78); Brit. Libr. 271 = J.Phil 
22 (1894) 238-46 (Hom. Od. 3; p 1039); MPER N.S. 123 (Pind. P. 1; p1356). When notes are 
written close together, on the other hand — even if annotation is not especially dense — para- 
‘graphi sometimes keep the comments distinct. See, eg., P.Oxy. V 841 (p1361) col. i iv. xv ete, 
(Pind, Pacan 2.3, 45, 96); P.Berol,iny. $865 = APF 27 (1980) 19-32(p119) 1 fr A | etc. (notes on 
Arat. Phaen, 146-148); P.Oxy, XVIII 21660 = Poet.Lyr.Fr. 77 (Alcaeus; p59), 
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or foreign words. * Lists like these had no close tie to any particular literary text, but 
drew from many. A single such work served readers of several different books. For 
‘our purposes the significant thing is that the lemmata in these lexica, by virtue of 
being included in a sort of encyclopaedic word list, were distanced from their sources, 
and in many cases had given up their original inflections for the uniformity of a single 
cease, the nominative. We can only speculate about when or why such conversions 
were made, but two things appear certain: the practice of treating the nominative as 
the basic lexical form is quite ancient, and this inflection was entirely acceptable in 
general lexica that had only remote connections to literary texts. If their lemmata 
differed from original sources, this evidently detracted in no way from the usefulness 
of the lexicon to the person consulting it. The same principle applies for lexica put 
together as tools for writers as opposed to readers, for example the Atticist manuals of 
thetoricians and students. A person could consult these for the meaning of a term or 
for information about its dialectal affiliation, That it existed in the work of an Attic 
author and was sanctioned was more important than its original inflection, “Normali- 
zation” in the nominative in texts like these is rarely complete, for accusatives can also 
‘appear, but it is conspicuous. * 

‘There are two problems with tracing the anomalous marginalia of papyri to lexica, 
however. First, the anomalies are intermittent, never extending to all the notes in a 
Papyrus but typically mixed in with other, «correctly inflected glosses and 
comments. Secondly, general and rhetorical lexica are hardly the only sort of word 
lists that circulated in antiquity ; and they are not necessarily the ones that the annota- 
tor of a literary work would consult. Glossaries that followed the order of the text 
land text-specific, alphabetized lexica also proliferated. Typically, these lists were short 
and their contents restricted to the literary text at hand. * The Scholia Minora to 
Homer most copiously illustrate this type of glossary, but similar lists circulated for 
other authors. ® Surely if word-lists were the usual source of papyrus notes a specific, 








» Eg. POxy. XV 1802 (iii; foreign words), P.Mon. 1122 (early ii; difficult words), P.Oxy, 
XLV 4239 (late ii; an alphabetical “glossary” offering quirky equivalencies, e.g. napayiitns = 
arpa wn, Bpopdpos = Stys). Alphabetization in word lists is as early as Zenodotus: RE 
4v, Lexicographie (1925) 2436 (Tolkien). 

* P.Oxy. XVIL 2087 (ii; Attcist lexicon), P. Ry IL $32 (iii; Harpocration), P.Oxy. XV 1804 
(iii; shetorical lexicon). Compare P.Oxy. XV 1803 (vi; Attic glosses): declinable words are all 
listed as accusatives, but only about half the lemmata match the inflection of the sources. 

* M, Naoumides, “The Fragments of Greek Lexicography in the Papyri,” Classical Studies 
Presented to Ben Edwin Perry (Urbana 1968) 181-202, esp. 190. 

® On Scholia Minora in general see A. Calderini, Aegyptus 2 (1921) 303-26 and A, Henrichs, 
ZPE 7 (1971) 97-116; certain exceptional lemmata and glosses (Calderini p.315, Henrichs 
P. 121) will be discussed below. Non-Homeric glossaries that retain order and inflection of the 
original: P.Oxy. XLVI 3328 on Callim. H. 3 (i), probably P.Oxy. XXIV 2393 on Aleman (i 
p85). Lexicon alphabetical, but retaining the inflection of the original: BodlMS.Gr.cass.c, 44, 
ER 11 (1897) 390-93 (Ap. Soph. ; 1, p1217): P.Cairo $0208, Mél. Maspero 1 152-54 (Homeric 
lexicon ; the lemma évmoxds in line 13 was actually written originally as a nominative singular 
and later corrected; ii, p1218); P.Rainer inv. 7, Stud.Pal. 4 (1905) 111-13 (lexicon to Dem, 21, 
with most lemmata matching the text: iv-v, p308); BAT I 78-82 (lexicon to Dem. 23, with most 
Jemmata matching the text; iv-v, p317). Some lemmata match the original text: P.Oxy. XXX 
2517 (Homeric lexicon ii. 

















«reader's» manual like this is a likelier place to look than a general « writer's» one. 
This brings us back to a familiar difficulty, however. For the lemmata in such glossa- 
ries, like those of hypomnemata, ordinarily retained the inflection of the source text 
and undoubtedly for the same reason: ease of reference. 

To complicate matters, cross-fertilization was extensive in antiquity between glossa- 
ries and commentaries. The letter to Eulogius that introduces Hesychius’ general 
lexicon, to cite a prominent example, traces its material even to Aristarchus, an author 
of commentaries but not of lexica. In fact Hesychius’ chief immediate sources were 
other lexica, but on the strength of his testimony we may be fairly confident that they 
‘went back at least in part to the Homeric commentary of Aristarchus. 7 (His most 
important direct source, the encyclopaedic second-century lexicon of Diogenianus, 
also derived from commentaries on Xenophon, Hesiod, Callimachus, and others.) * 
‘On the other hand, word-explanations moved in the other direction as well: some 
material in ancient commentaries unquestionably derives from glossaries and, per- 
hhaps, lexiea, Even learned tracts like P.Oxy. VIII 1086 (hypomnema on iad 2) and 
the Aristarchan schotia to the iad are infiltrated by glosses and paraphrases of the 
Scholia Minora type, Contamination between the two genres probably goes back to 
the earliest phase of their co-existence, 

‘A further problem is that the distinction between glossary and commentary is some- 
times just a modern convenience, A “commentary” on papyrus may amount to little 
more than a vocabulary list with meanings, written continuously in the manner of a 
hypomnema. *° On the other hand, texts identified as lexica or glossaries are some- 
times set out in the format conventional for hypomnemata, with lemmata and explana- 
tions written continuously instead of in separate columns. ! The entries of an alpha- 
betical “lexicon,” finally, might offer so much non-lexical detail that in content at least 
it more resembles a commentary, '* Under these conditions it may be pointless to 
enquite whether an annotator found his notes in a “hypomnema” or a “glossary,” 

‘Where does this leave us? First, the prima facie likelihood that the odd marginalia 
‘were copied from commentaries faded when we recalled that a commentary would 
typically adhere to the inflection of the original text. Next, a direct connection with 
lexica (i. alphabetical lists of words and meanings) was found to be unlikely, since 
annotators would be likelier to consult glossaries specific to a text, and these usually 
retained the inflection of the original. Finally we had the reminder that our notes 
undoubtedly are tied in some way to both commentaries and lexica, since the text 
tradition of those subliterary works in so intermixed. Is it futile, then, to look for the 

















7 Hesyehii Alexandrini Lexicon, ed. K. Latte (Copenhagen 1953) pp. 1-2 and viii-xi; RE (1925) 
2441 

* Latte (above, 9.7) p.xli 

© Henrichs (above, n. 6) provides a schema of the complicated interrelations among materials 
‘connected to the Scholia Minora (p. 114). On variability inthe tradition of subliterary works the 
‘comment of M, Haslam ap. P.Oxy. XLVI 3329 (Diogenianus) is salutary. 

10 PAnt. 1 20, on Callim. H. 2 and 3 (iv-v, p18). 

't POxy. XLVI 3329 (Diogenianus: iti/iv); P.Oxy. XLIV 3158 (Scholia Minora on 11.5; ii- 
ii), 

"2 P.Rainer 7, Stud Pal. 4 (1905) 111-13 (lexicon to Dem.21; iv-v, p308); BAT I 78-82 (lexi- 
‘con to Dem. 23; iv-v, p317). 
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source of the marginalia at all? As to the ultimate source, probably, for there is no 
telling how frequently the information in them wandered back and forth from texts of 
one format to texts of another, or how it was altered before it arrived in the margins 
of papyri. About the proximate source of the marginalia, though, the papyri them- 
selves yield an answer. 

If we look beyond the lemmata or key words in the longer and better preserved, the 
reason for their inflection becomes plain. They are cast in the nominative (or accusa- 
tive) ease because they are the grammatical subjects (or objects) of discursive explana 
tions, They were copied, then, from commentaries : 


@Kévero xiOnoat | areiveos: Ghicovov ein{e) thy Kopwwoov dit 1 Svai Yadasourc 
Sieldovar, xi te xpds 1 Azzaio xui rH Ev zlalc] Keyxpedilc: oteilvoc 6 [eln(e) 
rv Todpsy" of nev obv AB’ [olradlev g(aci) tO weTaEd duciv. 

App. 2, no. 15. 

Trofyi cavnderows : [olivberlols Méyeran] [Oth Eaxe ovvageray 1G Trrapnoie, | 85 
Giropporay dnd Znryds Eyer dz wlalk “Ounpos | Rye 
App. 2, no. 31. 

Apaxivy: Apdxavos dpos tie <"1>Kapius | Sxov éyewviH(n) 6 Ardvooos. | Alio= 
yuoos Aéy(eran) Encer)SCi) Ev tH | Noga tO xpiv dverpigny | f Eelubhn éxet 
airO(v) éyévnate). | Movovaija vijaos Hv ti}s NaEou. 

App. 2, no. 53. 

In ancient hypomnemata, in fact. even though the key words of explanations ordi- 
narily match the lemmata, the same sort of inflectional adaptation can sometimes be 
found ; 

P-Ant. 120, on Callim,: 

[KovOtdsov}: | KévOos “falp Spos Aijov (H.2.61) 

[Aindpy ive: Arndpn yap] vijoos Exxekias Arc xplorepov Melkryouvis } 
(H.347) 

‘Ocauiois: tig “Oaan[s}. “Oaaa 8 | @caourias } (H.3.52) 

[Maiaiing: Mailyahov yap pos Mzonovvria(ov) (H. 3.89) 

P.Oxy, VI 853, on Thue. : 
ty @puyiots: x6Ros Siow “APnnovéwly (2.22.2), 

P.Oxy. VIII 1086 on Hom. If. 2: 
arapiiy éxi varor | [Beiouc] .. otugihn & kotty  hao|EoiKds Sapiens Bs Eze 
in’ adtod oréprov x(ai) éx' Gxpov tod oxdptov poniPiov eEinprnuevov 
Hexpodoi] thy todtmra. cragiAny 6 dvopacey éxei 16 | wohOPIOV (Bar) ora- 
‘pit tpalert) Suorov (2.765), 
nip Aibc aiytézo10 dyychin dryer: adeyewh <v> (adeyewns pap.) thy GAYS 
émupépovaay | (2.787) 

In the last example, interestingly, the scribe began the comment in the conventional 

way with the lemma and its explanation both inflected as in the text, in the dative, 

‘The ensuing tiv. however, shows that his exemplar must have contained an explana- 

tion restated in the accusative, on the model some of the examples offered above, 

Lexica with strong debts to commentaries may similarly diverge from the inflection of 

the original. A case in point is a fragment identified as Apion’s Glassae Homericae, '3 











1 BRL, 126 G, p216). 


‘which were based on Aristarchus. Two entries (of three surviving) are listed as nomi- 
natives but have lengthy explanations in the accusative. 


‘The comments in the examples above resemble the oddly inflected marginalia not 
just in their adjustments for the sake of syntax but also in the mode of exegesis 
adopted, The explanations appear to have come most recently from the schoolroom, 
however scholarly may be any antecedents detectable behind them. Their phrasing 
reflects the question-and-answer method of the grammatikos which, as a matter of 
‘course, transforms lemmata into the subjects or objects of explanatory sentences. We 
can hear him at work in the recurring, garrulous yap, the formulaic dvoyacray/dvi- 
hasev, the rote pattern of question and answer. Why are the goats that Artemis hunts 
called’ KuvOddov? Because Kynthos was a mountain on Delos, What does 
*Oaouiors mean? Belonging to Ossa. What is Ossa? Ossa is a mountain of Thes- 
saly. What does otapiin mean? A ctagiAn is a stonecutter’s rule, They call it 
‘taqvkny because... And, among marginalia: Why does Callimachus call Corinth 
GxGavowo ? He called it GAiGovov because it is girded by two seas, '* An annotator, 
‘encountering a word in his source-commentary whose inflection had been altered in 
this way for the sake of syntax, would not be likely to rephrase his source so that the 
term again matched the original text. What he saw was what he copied. 

‘Comparable variations from the norm have been noted for at least one papyrus 
version of Scholia Minora, even though the lemmata and explanations in those glossa- 
ries ordinarily match the inflection of the text. #* Some of the exceptions are undoubt- 
edly pure blunders, ' but others follow patterns like those we have observed above, 
For two verbs, for example, second-person singular forms are provided where the text 
hus infinitives. "7. It happens that each infinitive is couched, in Homer, in speeches 
addressed to an individual ; the second-person forms make sense, then, if understood 
‘4s remnants of paraphrases. Seven other substantive entries follow the pattern discus 
sed above, their lemmata or explanations being cast as nominatives or accusatives 
although the passages they explain are inflected otherwise. '* It seems unlikely, espe- 
cially for the altered verb forms, that these variations are all simply errors, and we 
‘may at least consider the possibility that they. like the anomalous forms in marginalia, 
are vestiges of simple exegesis or paraphrase. '* 





14 Ina similar vein G, Zuntz treated the expression ob ipy0 which is common in the scholia, 
to Aristophanes, appears occasionally in papyrus marginalia, and reliably indicates the school- 
room as the source of a note: Die Aristophanes-Scholien der Papyri (2nd ed. Berlin 1975) 15-21 

18 P.Strassh, inv. 33, on II. 1 (iii, p1163); see Henrichs (above, n.6) pp. 102, 119-48 (esp. 
p.121) and A. Calderini (above, n.6) 315: 

1® P.Strassb, i.21 on 1.186, vi.12 on 1.251, vii23 on 1.284, vii26 on 1.287, ix2a on 1.321. 

17 PStrassb, ii9 on 1.171, v.20 on 1.230, 

1" PStrassb, v.15 on 1.225, vis om 1,237, vi13 on 1.252, vil13 on 1.272, ix2a and ix.6 on 
1.321, ix.21b on 1.358, 

© (\ uniquely anomalous entry appears in one other Homeric glossary, P.Oxy. XLIV 3160, 
Where firias (Od. 2.230) has been converted to the genitive and glossed as such (finiov: rpatov, 
ol, ii.28), This exceptional abnormality probably erept in under the influence of @éoto in line 
229 and was not a feature of the unrecoverable (and unaccountable) syntax of some source- 
paraphrase 
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In the cases we have looked at so far, the marginalia themselves are long enough to 
demonstrate how key words could gravitate to different forms in the course of exege- 
sis, For shorter notes, comparable support sometimes comes from scholia ; and since 
the major source of scholia was hypomnemata, these parallels reinforce the possibility 
that the anomalous notes were copied from hypomnemata : 
edudpiaw: el605 imodhyarol 
CE. sch. Eur. Or. 1370 év edudiptow" edpapic eld0c brodhyatos cavbahi- 
BV... 
App, 2 no. 24 
4m pmviv: xowos ev “A[BSHpoIs obto xakod|nevos [6]RoUL . 
Cf, Sch. Lycophr, Alex. 440 Anpawvod xévec: Anpauos t6x0s obr@ xahoouevos 
Ey "ABSiipois, Eva Anpawvod “Ax6?A@vOs lepdv Eotwy, ob jivnniovevet Tivba- 
pos év Madan. 
App.2 no. 29. 
“Odpvas: | Bpos @caaadiag 
Cf sch, Ap.Rhod. Argon, 2.515 (p.170 Wendel) “Opus Spog @scoudius 
dymov... 
‘App. 2 no. 40. 

There remain several very terse marginalia which have no persuasive parallels in 
scholia or ancient commentaries. There is no way to demonstrate infallibly that they 
were copied from running commentaries, but of course it is all the likelier if the 
annotator also entered other comments on the background of the text or other sub- 
stantive matters. Only one of the texts under consideration, a wooden tablet contain- 
ing Hiad 11 with glosses of the Scholia Minora type, has no such discursive notes. 2° 
Its one or two “wrongly” inflected glosses can perhaps be understood now in light of 
the other anomalous marginalia and the Strassburg Scholia Minora, The value of the 
present analysis is that it helps to account for anomalous notes in texts devoid, like 
this one, of other clues. 








In eccentrically inflected notes, then, we can look over the shoulder of readers and 
watch them as they copy, verbatim, useful portions of hypomnemata into their texts, 
When the syntax of those sources forces a term into a case different from that of the 
original text, they are likely to copy the modified phrasing. Not surprisingly, then, the 
authors best represented in Appendix 2 — Callimachus, Pindar, and Theocritus, and 
to a lesser extent Aristophanes and Plato— are authors for whom significant propor- 
tions of the surviving papyri contain marginal annotation, often heavy." The fre- 
quency with which anomalously inflected notes appear in an author may have some 
relation, then, to the number of texts and commentaries on his work that were in 
Sirculation. We may abolish any notion that such notes owe their form to the arbitra 
rily regular lemmata of some general lexicon. The information they provide may have 
found its way into lexica too, but the immediate source of the notes on papyri was 
commentaries, not lexiea, 








2 Mus. gr-rom. d’Alexandrie, CE 43 (1968) 114-25 (iv-v, Uebel 1300). 

+" Callimachus: 28%, Pindar: 26%, Theocritus: 60%, Aristophanes: 46%, Plato : 21%. Cal- 
culations are rough, based on data T have collected about annotated papyri and on W.H. Wills’ 
tallies of texts in Pack? (GRBS 9 [1968] 212). The Pack* figures need updating, but are useful for 
general purposes since the tendencies they reveal have not significantly changed. 
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If material constantly travelled back and forth between ancient commentaries and 
lexica, are the syntactic shifts of hypomnemata partly responsible for the high propor- 
tion of nominatives in ancient and mediaeval lexica and etymologica?#? The possibi 
lity cannot be ruled out, but direct connections will be virtually impossible to establish 
because of the complicated and amorphous text tradition of the later works. Certainly 
the number of possible correspondences will vary with the nature of the dictionary. 

To look at cases: among Hesychius’ declinable entries in aj-, well over half (55%) 
are nominative. OF this group, only a small fraction (10 to 15%) were unquestionably 
nominative in their literary sources. A few demonstrably were not. Among the cor- 
responding ap entries of the Etymolagicum Genuinum, 70 to 80% have nominative 
Jemmata, 9 Of these roughly the same proportion as for Hesychius, 10%, were cer= 
tainly nominative in their literary sours; but at least 25% were demonstrably not. As 

ith anomalous marginalia, explanations for the “normalized” forms are better 
sought in the lexicographers’ immediate sources than in their ultimate ones. Hesy- 
chius informs us himself that his immediate sources were other lexica, themselves 
largely derivative. That of Diogenianus takes precedence, who also found his material 
in some unquestionably general works: Pamphilus’ 95-book Onomasticon, Homeric 
glossaries by Apion and Apollonius, comic and tragic lexica by Theon, Didymus and 
others, and miscellaneous glosses from other sources (nous tlic onopadiy napa niet 
wetpévas AéEe1¢.)* In addition even a quick survey of Hesychius turns up a large 
number of definitions that seem to have come from word lists on specific topics — 
‘geography, festivals, dialectal forms — miscellaneous word lists of the very sort, that 
is, that appear from time to time in papyri with a heavy preponderance of nominative 
Jemmata. ** The resulting composite dictionary was intended to be a useful reference 
tool for general readers in need of word meanings, as was Diogenianus' before it, 2° 
Lexica of this type, as we have seen, typically had large proportions of nominative 
Jemmata. ?7 So, while hypomnemata of Theon, Didymus, Aristarchus, and others 














2 Latte noted that Hesychius’ lemmata include a high proportion of nominatives, (above, 
1.7) xvii; The ensuing comments leave to one side the post-Hesychian interpolations which 
Latte was able to identity 

2" R. Reitzenstein, Geschichte der griechische Etymologika (Leipzig, 1898) 11-44, 

% Latte (above, 0.7) p. line 7. 

2 See, for example Hesych. 5. duiportEas, dpetvaens. “Aehots yovia, dyévyca, dyeprby, 
qué, duihduxa, ’Auaha, “Anwiv, Guot0s. dnovoxpd, Guxdz01, “Auurpov, auvprtov, Gye 
005, tAgappivy, fugaoua, Gupny, dupdeKien, duprorep, taydoas, 

2 Hesychius, introductory epistle to Eulogius, Latte p. 1 lines 177: fyeita yap (sc. 6 Atoye- 
Mavds), ola, wi wovoIs khovatois, 22a kai tots REnOX ti avOpdxav zpnowicet +e Kal 
rl Sibaoxd.ov dpxtaeiy aed, ef novov xeptepyacdyevor naveaz6dev dveupely eaia Sovn- 

ev kui tyxpareic adi yevéoOut, and p. xii 
2 Were Diogenianus’ lemmata nominative? The two surviving papyri are inconclusive on 

point, In P.Oxy. XLVII 3329 (3rd/4th cent.) as many as seven of the eight surviving lem- 
‘mata may be nominative (three certainly are; one is accusative ; four could be either nominative 
or accusative). In PS/ VIII 892 (4th cent. seven of nine may be nominative (Wwo certainly are ; 
one is accusative; five could be either). The legible lemmata and explanations of both texts, 
however, are very close to Hesychius, so chances are good that the tendency overall in Hesychius" 
version of Diogenianus was toward nominative lemmata, 
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may have been the ultimate source of a tremendous number of the entries Hesychius, 
‘most of those glosses had probably already been “normalized” as nominatives by the 
time they reached Diogenianus, as a result of their sojourn in miscellaneous word lists 
that had only tenuous connections with literary sources. The nominatives in our 
Hesychius, therefore, are not very likely to reflect syntactic flukes like those noted for 
marginalia, °° 

The key sources of the Et.Gen. include even later lexicographers (primarily Metho- 
dius and Orion), and its heavy representation of nominative forms may be traced to 
the same cause. This is a different kind of work from Hesychius’, however — more 
expansive and, as Reitzenstein’s source analysis showed, more directly dependent on 
“scholia” (sei, hypomnemata). It is to scholia, in fact, that the majority of the non- 
nominative (or, rather, unaltered) lemmata can be traced. If the inflection of some 
entry in this work differs from its literary source, there is a greater chance that the 
variation goes back to the syntactic structure of a source commentary. A few plau- 
sible instances can be located among the glosses in ay-.** The phenomenon is rare, as 
itis in papyri, but it looks real. 

Anomalous nominative forms, then, which are accidents of the syntax of their 
immediate sources (ie. commentaries) occur as early as the Roman period in the 
marginalia of papyri and possibly also in late etymologica that depend relatively 
closely on hypomnemata. For the widely circulating general lexica, however, a far 
‘more important factor determining the inflection of the lemmata was the reliance of 
their compilators on miscellancous or all-purpose word lists. These, because of their 
ever more tenuous connections with literary sources, tended toward more regularity of 
form, and this more than any other reason accounts for the preponderance of nomina- 
tive forms in our present versions of Hesychius and the non-scholiastic portions of the 
Etymologicum Genuinum. 








* Except, of course, to the extent that such flukes had been adopted by Hesychius’ sources, 
But this is unmeasurable, 

2% E1Gen. sv. 15 dyipuyya Kal ayapuyag: onnaiver vas av befadwBy Exhawyeis, “Holo- 
Bos Fuvarxdy karadory ([r.43.4 MW) "apltov dyaptyuar’ Fyovaa.”...; 28 djadpudec: 
"ArokAdwviog 0 xa "Apyovavtixd, olov-"..”Auadpudos (Argon, 2.477)..." “Apabpuddes Wupa 
Abyovran.... 32 dyaxpoyds (1.23422): duaxporrd 6& dow td Gya rpéyew... 12K dugaaiav: HV 
digaviav kai ExrAngwv. *..dupaain...” (Od.4.704, Ap.Rhod. Argon. 3.284); 162 "Auonspten [3] 
onnaivet 8 rihy Oiaccuy... “.”Au@rspimns.." (Dionys.Perieget. 134.135); 
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APPENDIX 1 


‘Texts with Anomalous Marginalia 


«Antinoe Theocritus, » (Ant.Th.) Two Theocritus Papyri, ed. A.S, Hunt-and J. John- 
son (London 1930) 19-87 (Sth-6th cent.; Pack? 1487). 

Bodl.Libr. Gr. class. £.72P, G. Zuntz, Die Aristophanes-Scholien der Papyri (Ar. 
Schol.) (Berlin 1975) 29-47 (4th-Sth cent.; Pack? 141); Ar. Ey.. 

MPER NS. 123; (6th cent.; Pack? 1356): Pind. Pyth. 

Mus, gr.-rom. d’Alexandrie (wooden tablet), CE 43 (1968) 114-25; (4th-Sth cent. ; 
Uebel 1300): Hom. 1. 

P.Berol. inv. 11629 + 1341 
Pack? 201). 

P.Berol. inv, 11759 ined., Rev.Phil, Ser. 3. 
1119): Hom. Od. 

P.Berol. inv. 21105 + 13929, Ar.Sehol. -27 (4th cent. ; Pack* 142 + Uebel 1165); Ar. 
Eqn. 

P.Berol. inv, 21182, ZPE 4 (1969) 114-16 (6th cent.; Uebel 1350): Theoer, 

P.Cairo inv. 47993b, W. G. Waddell, £t.Pap. 1 (1932) 13-15 (Ist cent, ; Pack? 189): 
Callim, H.. 

P.Lille 76, Suppl, Hell. 257 (3rd cent, B.C): Callim, Aer. 3 (Pf. 54-59). 

P.Louvre, Ar.Schol. 56 (6th cent.; Pack? 140): Ar. Av. 

P.Oxy. V 841 nd cent; Pack® 1361): Pind. Pacans. 

VIL 1011 = Pf. frr, 191, 194 (4th cent.; Pack? 215): Callim. Jambi 
.. VIL 1082, Diehl 3* pp. 141-48 (2nd cent. ; Pack? 237): Cercidas Meliambi 
- XI 1370 (Sth cent.; Pack? 402); Eur. Or.. 





= R. Pfeifler, Callimachus (Pf), frr.23, 228 (3rd cent. ; 





{1955} 201 no. 125 (Ist-2nd cent. ; Pack* 











P. Oxy. XIIL 1619 (Ist-2nd cent.: Pact Z 

P.Oxy. XV 1808 (2nd cent.: Pack? 1421): Pl. Resp.. 

P.Oxy. 2064 + P. Oxy. L 3548 (2nd cent.: Pack* 1489): Theoer. 

P.Oxy. XVIL 2080 = Pf. fr. 43 (2nd cent.: Pack? 206): Callim, Aer. 

P.Oxy, XX 2258 = Pf. fer. 110, 384 and Hymn 3 (6th-71h cent. ; Pack? 186): Callim. 
varia. 

P.Oxy. XXVI 2442 (3rd cent.; Pack* 1360): Pind. Pacun fr. 59. 

P.Oxy. XXV1 2450 (Ist-2nd cent.; Pack? 1369): Pind. fr. 

P.Oxy. XXX 2526 = Suppl. Hell. 442 (2nd cent.; Uebel 1249): Euphorion. 

PSI V1 721 (nd cent; Pack? 332): Dem. 
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APPENDIX 2 


Marginal Notes Inflected Anomalously 


(Note: An asterisk (*) precedes lemmata which form part of the note in the papyrus 


margin. Numbers from Pack? are preceded by a lower case “ 


*. Dates, all Roman, 





are in Roman numerals.) 


ih 


ARISTOPHANES 

pmyopedvas: RpéhoBos. | # tv SpviBow gipvs 

Ay, 1113: P.Louvre, Rev.Phil. N.S. 6 (1882) 179-85, Zuntz. 56; p140 (vi). 

Hesych. xpnyopaby (Ar, Av. 1113, Eg. 374) tav dpvémv 6 xpd2oBos (-hoyos 

codd,), Ont mpouanéyeran éy abtois ta atria, 

Cf. sch. (Dibner) pnyopedvas ~ AiSujioc rods Apdyzous tv Spvéwy xupiag 
ods eyouévous Rpo2.oPous, Or auAAEyErat Ey adroig wa orvia. Méyera 6E 
kai éxi GvOpdnov xpnyoptov naAwv 6 Bpdygos, EKdtepov 6% Axo tod 
npoadpoitery éxei tiv tpogiy. 

Inm' tvag Méaasov: viv cov Inxvov Noalerdiva émxadetrar, | énei 6 Lopds 8 

Unxélov ouvéfarnxcy. 

£4, $51: P,Berol. Inv. 21105 + 13929, Hermes 96 (1968) 287-93, Zuntz 5-27; 
pl42, ul 165 (iv). 

iipesciov : puRapds, 

Nub. 44: P.Oxy. XI 1371, Zuntz 47-55; pls (9). 





‘CALLIMACHUS 

Zilog: Teddi) "xd" @péxins) BO(0<) neeeIOn. 

Aet. | (Sacrificium Lindium), Pf. 23.3 = P-Berol. inv. 11629 B recto, Wilamowitz, 
‘Sitz.Berl, Akad, (1914) 222-44; p201 (iii 

P.Oxy. XXV1 2442 fr. 96B, ed. Lobel (marg. note on Pind. Paean fr. 59.3 Snell) 
Machler, 4.v.) [Hlivbapos "Exhoi, “Ounplos EekAoi, KaXrinalzos augd- 
tepa.] “ESpavov "EARa|v™" (PF. 675) xai “EedAds avi TIuapiors”. 
loroy, + WO<t>a Be) Aéyerm ce Aleiaca piven va ParAGueva Eni va Eden, 

‘Boev Eyjorov Edéyex0. 

Aet. | (Sacrificium Lindium), Pf. 23. P.Berol, inv. 11629 B recto, Wilamowitz, 
‘Sitz.Berl.Akad. (1914) 222-44; p201 (iii). 

Sch. D. Hom. //. 4.440 Gporov - dxAfjparov * 4g’ ob Kai pora ta ExitiBipeva 
rois xotAois spaiuaaw d06via KPOs vaRAA|paaLY THis GapKOs, 

Cf. Hesych. (D) yota’ ta xAnpoivra thy KoiAny tv tpavndtoy AaKN. 

FHpaas “Epo ot(0 Bobe(oo) | dq 0818 Slag) “AnpfoHen) Epox) 

oul. 

Aet. 2, (De Siciliae Urbibus), Pf. 43.53: P.Oxy. E ). 

Sch. Theocr. 15.100 “Epug 6€ n6dic Lixehiag dxd “Epvxoc tod Bobrov xai 
“Agpoditns. 











8 


10. 


13. 


14. 


15. 








Steph. Byz. sv. “Epos * nbhic Eixehiac dipoevixids, dnd “Epuxoc tod “Agpodiznc 
kai Boirov, 26 E8vixéy “Epuxivos. xai “Epuxivn “Agpobizn ev “Payin xa 
Eixehiq. 

CF. sch, Ap. Rhod. 4.917 “Epvs Svowa x62c00c, Eva cysdtar A “A@posirn: of BE 
Ty Euxckiay. 

Gpragov: Fipracos ell8(0<) | Spvéov Baaxav(o). 

2, (De Siciliae Urbibus), Pf, 43.61: P.Oxy. XVI 2080 ii.63; p206 (ii). 

; EM 148,20 Giprny e160 pvéow Spowov decd. 

alsiny nap’ dzlepdov : GxepSoc {fh &ypia Exo; ? 

culis et Molorchi Colloquium), Suppl. Hell, 257.15 (Pt.S4-59): P.Lille 

76 ii,23-24, C, Meillier, CRIPEL 4 (1977) 261ff (iii B.C.) 

EM 1813 dyepioc H dypiu x10, 

*XaWipeo die dlndViorr(o) yév(oc): XahuPec) ExvOi(ac) Bovos nap’ ols 

patois ndpédn |  Epyacia tod 4. .] oft5}Apov x(ai) Tous éveedHev [é}yer(ar) 

TO nepitepsiv 10 Repraxu[bijour Sf. .) 1 TxpOy | m}SAPO. 

Exv0li(as): ExvothfxtSvIP? of |: déplals? Pr. 

‘det, 4 (Coma Berenices), Pf. 1048: P.Oxy. XX 2258 C fr. 

14-16 + addenda, p.104 (Pf, vol.2 p.115); pI86 (vi-vi). 

Sch, Ap, Rhod. 1.1323 Xa@hufiec E8vos ExvOiag, Stow 6 oiGnpos yivera., KanAl- 
jazos: " Xadipiov — yévos.” 

Hesych. Xdduflor EOvos ris ExvOias, Sxov atSnpos yiverat. 

CF. sch, Ap. Rhod. Argon. 2.375 of bE Xahufiec EOvos ExvOxdv werd tov OLp- 
nadovea, of uérarha ardiipov eipévtes Hox0obs. epi viy Epyaciay... 
hénwntar adr xai KadAiuazos “Xadifrov — Egnvay.”” 

aieey: Bpveov. 

Tambus \, Pf. 191.56: P.Oxy. VIL 1011.121; p215 (iv) 

Cf. Hesych. oftty. Spvic novds. of 8é SpvoKoddinens <ef. Trra>. 

Cf, Hesyeh, aitras: Spvig nowds. Evior 6€ tov yirtaKdy Kéyouetv. 




















front, bottom marg. 














«pan: el60s Spixovtos, 


Tambus 4, Pf. 194.22; POxy, VIL 1011-218; p215 (iv), 

‘sxpiO(earv): 8 xpopepdlyeva. 

Lyrica (Ectheosis Arsinoes), Pf. 228.13: P. Berol. inv. 13417 recto, Wilamowitz, 
Sitz.Berl.Akad. (1912) 524-44; p201 (ii). 

Xépr: 4) obveont wi | “Hoaiotw Xapr. 

Lyrica (Ectheosis Arsinoes), Pf. 228.47 P-Berol. inv. 13417 verso, Willamowitz, 
‘Sitz.Berl.Akad. (1912) 524-44: p201 (ii 

%6 tb piv & “Epuions Gpuas ois, vopipov: 

v= Egipa 8é 4 Képtvi(os)... 

Elegiacs (Sosibiow Nike), Pf. 384.4: P.Oxy. XX 2258 C fr. 2 back, bottom marg. 
26-27; p186 (vi-vi). 

HAxCdvor xdtnaas | acciveos: *aakivo10 : | MiZevoy ein(e) | thy KopivOov | 51d 

18 dvoi YalAdoouic dreLOloVa, ri te xpos 1H | Aczaiw xai cf | Av sfaicl Key- 

apelailc. oteilvos 8¢ | [eix(e) tov Toduoy- of usv obv AB [altadi@v @(aci) to 

eras) Sveiv, 








6 


16. 


18, 


20, 


2. 


2, 


Elegiacs (Sosibiou Nike), Pf. 384.9-10 
bottom marg. 13-22; p186 (vi-vi). 

Hesych. (D) aiGovos: tous, napa 16 ai 5ucLBaOm. [kai Evo BapBapwxdv]. 

EM 63,47 (845 Lasserre & Livadaras) dhiGavos (this fr.)° ioQuds, 61d tO Gt 
SuetGo¥a (Lex. Diogen.) 

CE. Er.Gen, 469 Lasserre & Livadaras (= EM 63,57, 849 Lasserre & Livadaras). 

Kpoyieqy ... Aégaiov: obtor roror tii Kopiviovy x(ai) AL | Jag(av) xai 

novd(av) Kpapvs| | Aéxaofv] xadstrat. 

Elegiacs (Sosibiou Nike), Pf, 384.12: P.Oxy. XX 2258 C fr. 2 back, right mare. 
+ addenda p. 106 (Pf. vol.2 p. 121); pI86 (vi-vii). 

CL. Hesych. (D) Aézatov" éxivero KopivBioic: eis tobtovg robs rémovs dinedi- 
Spaaxov of oixéras, 

Cf, Suda 347 (Harp.) Aézatov- éxiveiov KopivOiov. 

King docpéas Kiv <u> novayds rg Aii<>Ie|] Iv oly abfov | xl 

"AheSavipeis Kai AilBves axobawawy diote9éu, 

Elegiacs (Sosibiou Nike), Pt. 384.23-24: P.Oxy. XX 2258 C fr.2 front, right 
marg. .9-12; p186 (vi-vii). 

dyporipe napa | nail: xOv MedilKéptny héy(et) Kai tov "Apyépolpov. él wiv 

yap w Medtxépley riderm va | “ToOuia, éxi Gt vO | “ApzeHopy ta Néwea, 

Elegiaes (Sosibiou Nike), Pf. 384.25: P.Oxy. XX 2258 C fr.2 front, right marg, 
13-19; p186 (vievi). 

Apnoaw: npnoves ot dynrditaror x(ai) nexpaiseis Gv) bpaY) | LOO. 

Hymn 3.32: P.Cairo iny. 47993b, W.G. Waddell, Et-Pap. 1 (1932) 13-15; p189 
(i, 

CE. EtGen, B xpiboves (EM 692,47 xpdves)' ol bymdoi tdx01... 
x por” (Il. 8.557). 

“‘Osouioiay: "Oaau Scacud{ijas | Spos dynhdrarfov. 

Hymn 3.52: P.Cairo inv. 47993b, W.G. Waddell, Et.Pap. 1 (1932) 13-15; p189 





Oxy. XX 2258 C fr. 2 back, left and 

















peoovEs 





(i. 

P.Ant. 1208-9 (comm. on Hymns) ‘Ooouioaw : tig “Ooons, “Onou bt | @co- 
ouhias..| 

Sch, <npnoaiv ‘Osauioiw> : “Oaaa Spos Ocaouhias. 

ond daxos: of wisxlpor iBuxfds venouevor | dxayehiCove}at yap AAA _Aov 

(suppl. e.g. Lobel). 

Hymn 384: P.Oxy. XX 2258 A fr.4 front, Pf. vol. 2 p.55; pl86 (vi-vi), 

Cf. Sch, <povidy dxog>: pondy xd Kutd Hovas veHOnEVoV. GaKOS Bi xO 
Onpiov. 

Cf. P.Amt. 120 (comm. on Hymns) woviey 6ax0s | Us Gyptos Bs dv wi} cuvjaye- 
agneat éxépoic, 

Cf. Hesyeh. (LXX) *uovids bs dypios 6 wi ro¥s GRAors auvayzhaOnevos.... 


DEMOSTHENES 


*AléEavopoy: @ertahds abtos éativ. 
51.8: PSI VI 721 top marg.: p332 (ii) 





n 


28. 


29. 


30, 


EUPHORION 


. Aniiiveowo: Afikavtov | (Eat) HE) Spos x(ai) x6A(ic). 
Unidentified fr., Suppl.Hell. 482.4: P.Oxy. XXX 2526 B fr. 2.3; w1249 (ii). 
(In error: Lelantum is a plain between Eretria and Chalcis; Lelantus is a river in 
the plain.) 


EURIPIDES 


XI 1370; p402 (¥). 
rdNdpiw: eDuaptc clos imodqwuros GavbuhASovs... 
Cf. Hesych, (D) ebpdpides: el80¢ drosqparos. 
nagrideov: f) nuords | rfelroltlktpévols | [ol}kos. 
Or, 1371 P.Oxy. XI 1370; p402 (¥). 
CE. EM 655.41 nacre: fh x napaneraopétoy RoIxihoy Kateaxcvaopivn, 
‘oxnyn, fins éoti nexouupévn... 





HERODOTUS 


tlpero Kadéaus robs Bactinion; Kazzopévous Swxuatds: Pac} ijior Sixactalt, 
4,31.2: P.Oxy. XIII 1619 v top marg. (referring to line 69); p474 (j 





HOMER 


dpapuias : Apyoopivn, * 

111.18; Wooden tablet, Mus. gr.-rom. d'Alexandrie, 
114-25; u1300 (iv-v). 

2" Yue: xiprepor aied: dvti x(00) x(owvod) Eyxparis. 

(Oud. 15,534: P. Berol. iny. 11759 ined. (H.J. Mette Rev. Phil. Sér, 329 [1955] 201 
no. 125); p1119 (ii). 





Schwartz, CE 43 (1968) 


PINDAR 


An, pnvév: tonos By “A[BSA\porc oft KahoO)jievos [B}rov [. 

Paean 2.5: P.Oxy. V 841 A i (fe. 1) .15; p1361 (i). 

Sch. Lycophr. Alex. 440 Anpaivod xévec- Anpatvds t6x0s obo Kahooyevas ty 
“ABSipors, Eva Anpaivod "AxG)Aavos tepév Eaxwy, of yvnwoveticr Hiv- 
Sapos &v Haden. 

Medaupiiiov: réxos 0¥(t0s) év “ABBApois: | MleA]angudiov. 

Pacan 2.69-70: POxy. V 841 A vi (Gr.3 ili) 4-5; p1361 (i). 





* obivos:: Suviqers at HAL 
43 [1968] 114-25) is more likely a case of itacism than a 





(Wooden tablet, Mus. gr-rom. d’Alexandrie, J. Schwartz, CE 
Of inflection. Cf. Suda 516 (A) 





oBivos: BovayS kai | Borxi} 1H aBéves. 


31 


32, 


34, 


35, 


36, 


37. 


Exufyi aivderov: [alivderfok Méyerult [Och Eoxe ovvigeray xq Trrapnai, | 8s 
ropporay and Eevyds Eyer Gz xlali “Ounpos | Ayer. 
Pacan 104: P.Oxy. V 841 Difrr. 129-31 15; p1361 (i). 

*Edddy: [Tllvbapoc "Eddol, “Ounplos Eehdoi, KadAiyalzos | aupdrepa.] “BSpa- 

voy "Ely" (PE. fr. 675) xai “EerAdc | evi Tlwapioc (fr. Pf. 23.3). 

Pacan fr. 59.3; P-Oxy. XXVI 2442 fr. 96a.3 + 96b; p1360 (iii). 

CF, sch, Hom. Il. 16.234 (Did. 2) EetAoi: 6 ev Mivbapos “EAovs abtovs ote- 
tat. 

CF. sch. Hom. Il. 16,234b (Ariston.) Eeihoi° xpds 10 tic ypaghc Gygifodov; of 
hiv yap Zehhots, of be “Edhovc eGebéGaveo, Get 88 voeiv be Eat ex 
Tivipous Eehhol... 

CE, Et.Gen. AB (apud Erbse Sch. II. 16.234) Eeddot- ol pty “EXLovg adtods 
bEedEEavtO dhe NivBapos, Set 5¢ dud tod F Rd LedArevros novapod... 

Cf, sch. Hom. 11, 16.234d (D, ex.), EM 209,30, Callim, Pf. 23.3, marg. n., Ap. 
Soph. 141,2. 

Biatovids Avg: Biorovlels Opaxdy Avo Kai Biotovic Aipvn | Ev <O> pry. 

Fragments: fr, \69a11 : P.Oxy. XXVI 2450 fr. 1 ii.6; p1369 (i). 

CE. sch. Ap.Rhod. 2.704 Biatovin: @paxtxi}. Biotoves yitp EOvos Opgxav" dvo- 
jdoOn dt Rd Biardvos toi Kixovos, ds thoaégavos (fr. 7 M. IIL 30). 
kai Biotovig Aijvn Opaxuei. 














PLATO 

Sovdpevar: Suvapév(as) (ras) drojrewvoieas, 

(Context: fori 8 Orion piv yevwntd xeplodos flv dpuOuds meproypaver réhet- 
05, dvOponciy 6¢ bv & Rpdro ag foxis Suvdpeval te Kai SuvaatevOpEvaL, 
tpelg dinootdacic, rétrapac 88 Spovs haBodoa Suoroivrey we Kai dvo- 
Hotodvtav Kai adgdvray Kai @®ivovrOV, Ravea RpocHyopa Kai pyri ROS 
Anna dxéonvay.) 

Resp. 546: POxy. XV 1808 i marg. 9-10; p1421 (ii). 

CE. Alex. Aphrod. In Arist. Met. 1.8.990a.23 (on the Pythagorean triangle, cited 
by edpr.) énei coivey 4 dxotelvoven Taov dévarar dyporépars Gya, Sid 
rodto f wiv Suvapévn Kadetrat, ai 5% Suvacreudpevat, 

Sovaaceviuevat: (vas) Gi2(as) whevplaic) | dpOAy (Kai?) Pac. 

Resp, $46b: P.Oxy, XV 1808 i marg. .11-12; pl42t (i). 

“hnt(Ov): dprulds) 6 whevipay Exoy). 

(Context: Gy éxisprtos mOpiy nepnGdr ovsvyeis 800 dppoviag Rapéyerat tpic 
adgndeis, tiv yey Tony toaxtc, éxatv toouvtéeic, thy BF ‘oojtKN, jAeV 
Ti, RpourK 66, ExaTby uEV EpLOwdv dxd Sianérpeav pyraov RewRdsoc, 
Scopévav Evos Exdotav, appro dé Svoiy, éxarov BE KOBOV tpLdboc" Edie 
mus 8 obras 6 GprOuds yewpETPIKdS TOLOOTOL KUpLOG duEtvovV te Kul 
reipovav yeveoca.) 

Resp. S86c: P.Oxy. XV 1808 ii marg. .6-7; pl421 (i). 






THEOCRITUS 
iy KeiéPav: xedéBry Zexdfyn. 


38, 


39, 


4. 


42. 


43. 





Ant.Th. fr. B3 verso: pl487 (v-vi). 

Cf. sch. 2.28 ...keéBn BE éoti norfpiov EUAtvov xuktnBdec. EXgopioy év Mo- 
‘mptoxiénrny (Ir. 8 Scheidweiler Diss.phil.Bonn. 1908, 25). “Some éunv 
xehéBiny “AkoPntSa podvos danopa™.. 

pipuuxa rai” Epdoiva xepeiowa fre «1 Kipkas | wite t1 MnSeias pojce EavOlis 

Tepyibas : <Mepysjdaz ?>: frag SeBaxer 1 | pd puaxov +i Ehelvn (2) | x(a) 

8 aitod tov ThAéu(azov) | txoinote) mvely év tH | “OBva% 

2,15-16: Ant.Th. fr. B3 verso, written beside line 13; p1487 (v-vi). 

Cf. sch. (b) Tepypdac: airy éoriv A nap’ Opipe (II. 11.740) “Ayauhén, “ih, 
réau giipyaxa cider, Sou tpéper edpeia z0dv." (Neither Perimede nor 
Medea is mentioned in the Odyssey, however.) 

Katixeaor: xidkowes héyovslat 1] whine | exnenta}uéva HO50(v) (2), dxlo to} 

xuhi|rreata). 

3.23: POxy. L 3548 (P.Oxy. 2064 add.) p. 114; p1489 (ii. 

in’ “Olmwoe dye Mediyovs : | Spos Scoaukias. 

3.43: P.Oxy. 2064 xviii; pl489 (ii). 

Sch. Ap.Rhod, 2.515 (p. 170 Wendel) “Opus Spos Oroauhiag dymdiv, Kai 6 
"AmiBavds 8 rorapos @caauhins 

E1.Gen. (EM 616,18) O8pvc" 8pos @esouhias, olov' (Argon. 2.515). 

1Ov dE t ASdvrev | heoxorépay abyiy Hapias énégaive 200: MBos (ov) ty 

Tape gepoptyin.... 

637-38: P.Oxy. 2064 xvii (see P-Oxy. L 3548 p. 105); p1489 (ii. 

ch, (¢) tov 66 v Sddvr@V" soy SB6vraW A hevxdrns Levxorépa teixvoro 

Napias MOov. Tapia yap kori Gos zoe‘). 

Sch. (1) Mapiag: eldos AiGov. 

ae WiAijeas mlouieng éyevlero | Yunzpdle 5G) Edeeriévne | | Oavolioav 

fOuyey. 

7.40: P.Oxy. 2064 xii; p1489 (i). 

CF. sch. (f) @rdijzas Kos 6 yév0s, dis bk tives “PObIOs, uldg THAkpou. Eyevero 
6 Kal abtos nowens. 

“Héavev iv év pen... | “Efpov nap xorapov: "HBlavjgi Bvos Opaxn(s) yl | 

ty Avxoipyos [ | ]. roray() paxins). 

7.LN-12: POxy. L 3548 (P-Oxy. 2064 add.) p. 110; pl489 Gi). 

CE. seh, 111 (a) eine 8 "HBavav- £80; Opaens obras 8 yuzpordey tori f 
Opden, the tporov rive Epyacthproy dvénov KAnOivat. “Opnpos (Ul 9.5)° 
“Bopénc Kai Zépupos, ww te Ophendev Gnrov.” 

Bypdidoc: Boprils |]. [AAs 6] Farhp MOAnfrols ddcA@h [ Av Kabvov,* 

7S; P.Oxy, L 3548 (P. Oxy. 2064 add.) p. 111; p1489 (i), 


























2 The conjectural restoration of one other note in this text presupposes the same sort of 
inflectional shift: tnd Bicusarr Bréufves BOv0s | ti All@orijas. (Theocr. 7.114: P.Oxy. 
L3S48 = P.Oxy. 2064 add., p. 110); ef. sch. ad oe. (a) Baénves EOv0s AiOiontxdY jehavé- 
ApOWV, of abtoi BE toi: Tpar7Aobirans 


45. 


47. 


49, 


50, 


SI. 


2. 


33, 


obvapéonot: ta gikha ic Gusléhov. 

7.134: P-Berol. inv. 21182, ZPE 4 (1969) 114-16; u1350 (vi). 

Sch. (b) olvapéoror- xvpioc ta gikha tiie dunthov. 

Hesych. (D) ofvapa: xa ric dunthov giiha. 

CF. Sch, Nic. AL. 55 Opia iia: ta pbAAG Tis Guxiis, Gaxep olvapa td TIS 
dynéiov. 

Cf. sch. Ar, Pax 1147 oivapiCery: 1 dxogudaiCeaw" olvupa yap ta gaa Tis 
dunthov, ...oivapiCe d& tic ofvac EpyaCeotar, xai olvapa ti UAAa, 

Gy Kev 6 Ocoaadis enor, dityv: Oclogar(-) of Epdyevior. 

1214: Ant, Th, fr. B2 recto; pl487 (v-vi), 

Sch, 12.12 (a) ... 800 Rpd Andy EyEvovto GvOparoL, Exepos jeV Gnd Aaxdvov 
Aaynevos elonvnios, touréotiy Epacti, Etepoc bt nd Oroouhdy dtrac, 
tovtéottv Epauevos. 

CE. EtGen. 282 Lasserre & Livadaras dtens (from this passage); EM 600; 
EL.Sym, 346. 

Kiavdv: Kravoi | £0vos éot{i | tig Mosials. | éxet yap |. 

13,30: Ant.Th. ff. B2 verso; pl487 (v-vi). 

Sch. (b) Ktavav’ <Kuavoi> of thy Klov karorxodvtes yeopyoi. Eott 8¢ nOhis 
‘il Muatas, 4) viv xakouévn Mpotoa axd cod <rav> Biduvdv faot- 
‘Aog Tipovsiov. Kiog 8& dxd Kiou tod viod "Odipxov, dg" ob t6 Spos 6 
“Ohopnos, 

Aivowu: Atvoo xahsteat | 8 aviip adtis, 

15.11: Ant.Th. fr. BS recto; pl487 (v-vi). 

Tohyiig te wai 'Idadsov... | aineavdy x°*Epuxa : Toyo Evos rii[s Ki}spov éariv, 

| Wddtov wai “Epug nodelils ig EueA((ac), 

15.100-101 ;_Ant.Th. fr. B6 verso; pl487 (v-vi). 

Steph.Byz, 210,3 Tokyo, nOdig Kixpov, dnd F62.yo0 tod fyynoupivow tig 
Lixvovioy drorxias... dg” of Fodyia f ‘Agposirn., 

Ibid, 281,3 “Epvs, nohis Eixekias. dpouvixds, dnd "Epuros rod “A@poditns kal 
Birov. rd EOviKdv “Epuxivos. xai ‘Epuxivn “Agpoditn &v ‘Poyy xai 
Eoxchiq. 

‘ahipaarpa: dddpacspoy- | Mwy {| 

15.114: Ant.Th, ft. B6 verso; p1487 (v-vi). 

CE. Etym.Magn. 33,34 (753 Lasserre & Livadaras) dAdPaatpoy (Theocr. 
15.114) : @AGBaotos, Aipevdos ABivn Rpds pipe dxdBeawv. Kai ovVOECEL 
x00 p, dhductpos. obras cic to Atoyeviavod éytypanto.... 

preva poipov : Ex{ei)(n) Byprd< | (ov) & zoipos. 

24.99: Ant.Th fr, BS verso; pl487 (v-vi). 

oflvov: Boravh | gon. 

26.11: Ant.Th, fr. B7 recto; pl487 (v-vi) 


dpordicy: dporhixy déy(exat) A caps éxdve | rod 
26.22; Ant.Th. fr. B7 verso; pl487 (V-vi). 
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